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Ghe Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, DECEMBER 25, 1875. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


We nerort in another column a decision on a point 
which has occasioned some perplexity to the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society and to the Master of ths 
Rolls, to whom it was referred. By section 43 of the 
Probate Act, 1857, it is provided that every person who, 
at the commencement of that Act, was admitted and 
practising as a proctor might, within one year after the 

ing of the Act, be admitted, without stamp duty or 
fee, as a solicitor and attorney. Section 87 of the Judi- 
cature Act, 1873, provides that all persons admitted as 
solicitors, attorneys, or proctors of, or by law entitled to 
practise in, any court the jurisdiction of which is trans- 
ferred to the Wigh Court or Court of Appeal shall be 
called Solicitors of the Supreme Court, “and shall be en- 
titled to the same privileges and be subject to the same 
obligations, so far as circumstances will permit, as if this 


_ Acthad not passed.” An application was recently made 


to the Registrar of Solicitors to grant a solicitor's certi- 
ficate to a London proctor who had not availed himself of 
the provisions of the Act of 1857. The matter was 
brought before the Master of the Rolls, and he held 
that the proctor was entitled to call himself a Soli- 
citor of the Supreme Court, and to be admitted as 
such, but until he was so admitted he could only take 
out a proctor’s certificate. 





A quzstion which would have delighted the schoolmen 
came before a very practical Vice-Chancellor on Saturday 
last. A father had died leaving certain money in trust 
for his son during his life, with remainder in trust for 
the son’s lawful issue. The son died leaving, among 
other issue, a pregnant, but unmarried daughter. Eleven 
days after the son’s death, his daughter married; and 
six months afterwards she gave birth to a child, who, 
being born in wedlock, was undoubtedly one of 
the lawful issue of the son, and accordingly claimed 
to share in the trust fund. Here then was the 
nodus vindice dignus. The child says, “I am legitimate, 
and I was en ventre ma mére when the fund became 
divisible;"” the other issue say, “True it is you are 
legitimate, but if you had been born—and it is your case 
that you were constructively born—at the period of 
distribution, you would have been illegitimate.” The 
Vice-Chancellor held that the child was not entitled. 
The point is not free from a certain kind of difficulty, 
but it is easy to see that the Vice-Chancellor’s view is 
Open to very grave objections. The law of England 
considers every child born in wedlock as legitimate ; 
and, though begotten before marriage, a child born 
after marriage can inherit as heir or take a 
share of an intestate’s personalty. It seems to 
follow that for every purpose such a child should rank 
with the other legitimate children, one of such purposes 

g to ante-date its birth to the time of its concep- 
tion; and its birth is the birth of a legitimate 
thild, The point seems a novel one, and does not 





appear to have been covered hy authority; yet the facts 
must have occurred in many instances, especially with 
reference to real estate, and if the Vice-Chancellor’s 
view is correct there is a flaw in many a title. The only 
argument that seems to us to have any weight in favour of 
the decision in the recent case, is derived from the position 
which would be occupied by trustees in the event 
of their having divided property among issue without 
knowledge of the fact that an unmarried woman is 
enceinte, the woman marrying before the birth of the 
child. But any such argument is, after all, only one of 
convenience, and cannot outweigh the necessity of 
treating every legitimate child as being in fact and for 
all purposes, guoad its legitimacy, on a level with every 
other legitimate child. 





Ix tus casz or Harper v. Pedder, which came 
before the Queen’s Bench Division, on Thursday, 
the 16th inst., on appeal from an order of 
Mr. Justice Quain, an interesting point was 
raised with reference to the effect of the 58th section 
of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852. This section 
provides “ thata plaintiff shall be deemed out of court 
unless he declare within one year after the writ of sum- 
mons is returnable.’ In the present case, which was an 
action on a bill of exchange, the original writ was de- 
livered on the 6th of August, 1873, and leave to defend 
was obtained on the 23rd of the same month. The plaintiff 
died on the 24th of May, 1874, without having declared, 
and from the day of his death until October, 1875, when a 
suggestion of the death was entered, no further proceed- 
ings were taken in the cause. On the 15th of Novem- 
ber last a statement of claim was _ delivered. 
Under these circumstances an application was made to 
the master to set aside the proceedings, which he did. 
Hewever, this order was rescinded by Mr. Justice Quain, 
and the question was now brought for final decision 
before the full court. The matter in dispute turned on 
the point whether the words of the 58th section of the 
Common Law Procedure Act should be limited in their 
meaning to the original plaintiff or extended to those who 
might represent him in the event of his death. Previous to 
the Common Law Procedure Act, an action, on the death of 
the sole plaintiff before final judgment, abated, and if his 
representatives wished to prosecute the claim they were 
obliged to bring afresh action. But the 135th andfollowing 
sections of the Act provide that no action shall now abate 
for such a cause, and that the legal representative of the 
deceased plaintiff may enter a suggestion of the death, 
whereupon the action shall proceed. It was suggested 
on behalf of the plaintiff that, as the sections enabling 
the executor to continue the action fixed no limit within 
which the declaration should be delivered, he could de- 
clare whenever he pleased. Against this view it was 
contended that the 58th section should be read 
into the 137th section, and that the whole scope 
of the sections was to place the executor in the 
same position as if he had been the original plain- 
tiff in the action. In support of this construction 
the case of Benge v. Swaine (23 L. J. C. P. 182) was cited. 
There, the defendant having died after issue joined 
and notice of trial given, a suggestion of his death was 
duly made, and his administrator appeared and pleaded 
to the suggestion. The plaintiff afterwards applied to a 
judge at chambers for leave to discontinue, on payment of 
the costs of the pleas to the suggestion, but the judge 
made the usual order on payment of full costs. It was 
held, on appeal to the court, that this order was right, 
for that the 137th section of the Common Law Procedure 
Act put the administratrix in the same position 
as if she had been the original plaintiff in the ac- 
tion. Following the view here taken, the court 
reversed the decision of Mr. Justice Quain, holding that 
the executrix stood in the shoes of the original plain- 
tiff. To have held otherwise would have been to let in 
many of the inconveniences which the Statute of Limita. 
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tions was framed to avoid, and to countenance that 
dilatoriness in the prosecution of suits which it has 
been the wisdom of the Legislature at all times to dis- 
courage. 

The whole proceedings in this case occurred before the 
coming into operation of the Judicature Acts, and were 
therefore exclusively regulated by the old procedure. 
The rules applicable to a similar state of things under 
the new procedure are contained in ord. 50 and ord. 21. 
Ord. 50 is not very happily drawn, but the effect of it 
seems to be that no action is abated by the death of a 
party (r.1); that in the case of such death the court 
may order that the personal representative of the de- 
ceased be made a party (r. 2); that such order shal! 
(unless otherwise directed) be served on the continuing 
parties, who are to enter an appearance within eight days 
(r. 5, which, though very loosely framed, seems, by reason of 
the words of reference in r.2, to refer to this case) ; upon 
which the person so served may, within twelve days, apply 
to discharge or vary theorder (r. 6). What is the effect of 
this ‘‘appearance” is not explained. The provisions 
seem very inferior in simplicity and clearness to those of 
the old Act; there is no provision that “ the action shall 
thereupon proceed ; ”’ we suppose it must be inferred that 
it is to go on from the point where it was left at the 
death ; but what precisely is to be done on appearance, 
or what if the party served does not appear at all, after 
pleadings have already been delivered before the death, 
we cannot tell. 

Ord. 21 provides for the delivery of a statement of 
claim within six weeks of appearance ‘‘ unless other- 
wise ordered” [r. 1 (a) (b)]. This seems implicitly to give 
the power to deliver a statement at any time with an 
order. It remains to be seen whether the courts will 
consider themselves in any degree guided, in the exercise 
of their discretion, by the old rule. If not, great incon- 
venience may result. 





We ARE GLAD To oBsERYE that on Monday last the 
Lord Chief Justice expressed a hope that during the next 
sittings some arrangement might be made in the Queen’s 
Bench Division for giving clear days to the new trial 
paper, in the place of the present system, under which 
motions and new trials are taken on thesame days. We 
have on several occasions pointed out the extreme incon- 
venience and injustice of the latter arrangement. It 
causes the greatest possible delay and uncertainty with 
regard to the disposal of cases in the new trial paper, 
and this delay occurs at a stage in the litigation when it 
is most vexatious and improper. It is bad enough 
that a long time should intervene before a case can be 
heard and decided, but when it is reached, the process of 
decision ought to be speedy and final. That a case 
should remain a long time in a state of having been half 
decided is extremely trying. Nothing can be much 
more deterrent to litigants than a vista of different stages 
of legal conflict succeeding one another at unknown and 
indefinite intervals. The Common Pleas Division have 
for some time past been in the habit of confining motions 
to two days in the week; the result has not been so im- 
mediately satisfactory in clearing the new trial paper as 
could have been wished, but that division has had special 
work, of a more or less uncertain character, fre- 
quently interfering with the new trial paper, such as 
registration appeals and parliamentary and municipal 
election petitions, and of late the traditional hostility 
which seems to have developed itself between the 
Common Pleas and the Lord Mayor's Court ever since 
the celebrated opinion of Willes, J., in Cox v. Mayor of 
London (16 W. R. 44), has brought a great deal of pro- 
hibition business into the division. We have no doubt, 
however, that the arrangement will work well in the end, 
and the judges of the Common Pleas Division deserve 
credit for having led the way in adopting it. We can 
see no reason why 4 similar arrangement should not be 
made in the Exchequer Division, 





= 
THE NEW PRACTICE. 


APPOINTMENT OF Recetver.—We ventured recently ty 
express our dissent from the view taken by Mr. J 
Quain at chambers (Habershon v. Gill, ante, p. 98) that 
the provisions of section 25, sub-section 8, of the Judigg, 
ture Act, 1873, authorizing the appointment of a receiv 
‘in all cases in which it shall appear to the court to hy 
just or convenient,” were to be interpreted by the ol 
rule of courts of equity, under which a person clai 
under a legal title could not obtain a receiver. It ha; 
always appeared to us that the object of the sub-section 
in question was to do away with this distinction, and t 


place in the hands of the court the power to give the . 


receiver wherever it might be found convenient, irrespect. 
ive of the question whether the applicant had the 

estate or not. It will be remembered that Mr. Justicg 
Quain founded his decision upon the opinion of a Vice. 
Chancellor, and now another Vice-Chancellor has come 
to the opposite conclusion, and has granted a receiver 
in a case where the applicant was both legal and equit. 
able mortgagee of property, and the properties subject 
to the legal and equitable mortgages were so intermixed 
that great inconvenience would have resulted if there. 
ceiver had been appointed over the property comprised in 
the equitable mortgage only. It is to be hoped that the 
principle of this decision may be followed hereafter, 





Norics or APrBaRANCE ELsEwHERE.—A correspondent 
draws our attention to another inconvenience connected 
with this subject. The case he puts is one where, having 
been sued out of a district registry, the defendant appears 
in London, and in pursuance of ord. 12, r. 6, gives notice 
to the plaintiff himself. The plaintiff, a person residing 


fin a remote part of the country, receives the notice and 


pockets it. His solicitor, having waited till the arrival 
of the London post on the ninth day, and proposing to 
sign judgment, wisely communicates with his client be 
fore doing so, and receives in reply the notice of 
appearance. Our correspondent infers that, under 
these circumstances, the plaintiff sustains a grievance, 
inasmuch as his solicitor ought always to b& 
able to sign judgment on the arrival of the London 
post on theninthday. Our correspondent does not, how 
ever, state that the plaintiff's solicitor instructed any 
one in London to search for appearance, and to inform 
him of the result. Without having affirmative knowledge 
that no appearance had been entered in London within 
eight days it would surely have been rash in any case to 
sign judgment in the district registry, and it does not ap- 
pear that the new rule to which he refers was intended 
dispense with the necessity for taking ordinary precautions. 
The case stated is that the defendant, sued in a district 
registry, being entitled to appear in London, does 80 ap- 
pear in time and duly gives notice. Buta notice, though 
duly sent to the plaintiff's solicitor, may fail to reach him 


in time; the defendant is none the less in the right — 


Nevertheless, we agree that it would be more convenient 
if the rule had directed that notice of appearance 8 

be given to the plaintiff's solicitor, unless the plaintiff 
sues out the writ in person. It is curious that such 4 
provision is contained in ord. 12, r. 15, with reference 


appearance after time; although r. 6 gives no alternative. . 





Aprea In Cases oy Manpamus.—The question whether 
the Judicature Acts give an appeal in cases of mandamus 
was raised, but not decided, on Monday last in Leg. ¥ 
The Upper Mersey Dock Trustees, and the Queen’s Bench 
Division appeared to be by no means clear that am 
appeal lies. We cannot say that the point appears to us 
very doubtful. By the 19th section of the Act of 1873 the 
Court of Appeal is to “have jurisdiction and power # 
hear and determine appeals from any judgment or ordet, 
save as hereinafter mentioned, of her Majesty's High 
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Court of Justice,” and among the exceptions in the Act 
of 1873 mentioned, a judgment as to the prerogative 
writ of mandamus is not to be found. By ord. 62, how- 
ever, it is provided that “ nothing in these rules shall 
affect the practice or procedure’”’ in certain causes and 
matters, amongst which “ proceedings on the Crown side 
of the Queen’s Bench Division” are included. And as 
ord. 58, which is headed “ Appeals,” contains no express 

vision as to judgments in mandamus, it has, we be- 
lieve, been argued that these judgments, if not excluded 
from the operation of the 19th section of the Act of 
1873, cannot, at any rate, be appealed from until an 
additional rule regulating the procedure in this kind of 
appeal has been made. We cannot but think, however, 
that the 19th section of the Act of 1873 gives an absolute 
right of appeal, which cannot, on the one hand, be taken 
away by the rules, which can only regulate “ the terms 
and conditions on which the appeal is to be allowed”’ 
(section 19 of the Act of 1873), and, on the other hand, 
cannot be barred by the omission of the judges to sup- 
plement ord. 58 in any particular in which it may be 
found wanting. It is well to point out also that r. 9 
of ord. 58 appears to comprehend the appeal in manda- 
mus. This rule directs that the time for appealing from 
any order or decision in winding up or bankruptcy, “ or 
in any other matter, not being an action,” shall be the 
same as the time limited for appeal from an interlocutory 
order under r. 15—zi.e., twenty-one days. 





Tur New System or Preapinc.—In the case of Restell | 


and Wife v. Steward (reported ante, p. 99), a case of 


some importance with regard to pleadings under the | 


new system cume before Quain, J., at chambers. We 
cannot quite understand the pleadings as set out in the 
teport, inasmuch as the declaration is not given; but the 
effect of these, so far as the point to which we are at 
present alluding is concerned, was that, to a statement of 
claim for a slander, the defendant’s statement of defence 
contained both a denial of the utterance of the slander 
and a justification. It was urged by the plaintiff's 
counsel that a statement of defence under the new 


system was all one pleading, and could not contain | 
| ‘the existing fees and per-centages which shall have be- 
| come due or payable before the commencement of the 
| Judicature Acts, 1873 and 1875;” and ‘‘ the existing fees 
| and per-centages in respect of any proceedings in any 


inconsistent allegations. ‘The judge held that the two 
defences might be set up together. It seems to us that 
this is correct. ‘The contention of the plaintiff's counsel 
would have landed us again in the system which was 
tried in the ancient days of special pleading and found 
wanting, by virtue of which you were obliged to admit 
everything your opponent alleged, and confess and avoid, 


inconsistent in denying the utterance of the slander and 


Pleading that it was true. A perfectly honest defendant | 


may avail himself of both defences. There may have 
been some misunderstanding as to the words actually 
wed, and he may, though certain he did not use the 
words alleged, fear that the jury may believe the plaintiff's 
®ecount of them. Why is the plaintiff to recover 
damages for a statement which is perfectly true, because 
the defendant has been obliged to rely on the denial of 
the utterance of the slander alone ? It is obvious that if 
such acontention were admitted cases of the grossest 
hip might arise. The only sense in which the plead- 
ing of both the defences is inconsistent is that if one 
be true the other will be unuecessary. But this is not 
Pleading inconsistent facts. We think the new system 
ings was framed, und should as far as possible be 
administered, with a view to discouraging the system of 
putting an adversary to proof by mendacious traverses 
of what the party perfectly well knows to be true, but 
We do not think it was at all meant to confine the party 
toone defence. With all respect to Mr. Justice Quain, 
Seems, from his reported observations, to be in a great 

to discredit the new system of pleading without 








giving it a fair trial, it seems to us capable of being so 
worked as to be far more substantially useful than the 
old system. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


New EvIpENCE on AppeaL.—On Tuesday, December 21, 
@ question was raised before the Court of Appeal, in a case 
of Justice v. The Mersey Steel and Iron Company, as to the 
mode in which an application is to be made, under ord. 58, 
r. 5, for leave to introduce further evidence upon the hear- 
ing of an appeal. The rule in question gives the Court of 
Appeal ful! discretionary power to receive farther evidence, 
but ‘‘oupon appeals from a judgment after trial or hearing 
of any cause or matter upon the merits, such further evi- 
detce (save as to matters subsequent tothe date of the de- 
cision) shall be admitted on special grounds only, and not 
without special leave of the court.’” Justice v. The Mersey 
Steel and Iron Company was decided by the Common Pleas 
Division upon a special case stated by anarbitrator. From 
their decision an appeal had been presented, and had been 
set down for hearing. The Common Pleas Division having 
taken a view of the facts stated in the case which had not 
been in the contemplation of the parties, the appellants 
desired either to have some correspondence added to the 
case, or to have the case referred back to the arbitrator. 
On Tuesday they applied to the Court of Appeal ex parte, 
asking to have a day fixed for the hearing of an original 
motion, of which they might give notice to the other side. 
The court did not think it necessary that any such motion 
should be made, but directed the appellants to give notice 
to the respondents of their intention to make, on the hear- 
ing of the appeal, an application for leave to bring the 
correspondence in question before the court. 


Court Fees 1n PenpinG Svuits.—The same day, in a case 
of Meredith v. Treffry, the opinion of the Court of Appeal 
was given with regard to the construction of the order of 
the 28th of October, 1875, as to court fees under the Jadi- 
cature Act, 1875, so far as it affects suits pending at the 
time when the Act came into operation. The order in 
question provides by r. 1 that the fees and per-centages 
contained in the schedule thereto shall be taken in the 
High Court and in the Court of Appeal. By r. 4 the 
provisions of the order are not to apply to (inter alia) 


cause or matter pending at the commencement of the said 
Acts, and in respect of which no fee or per-centage is hereby 
provided.” The schedule to the order fixes the fee on 


orélse pick out one of your opponent’s material allega- | taking the account of a receiver, guardian, gorge trustee, 
tions and traverse that, admitting all the rest. Such a | &¢- or other person liable to account, at 2s. when 
system is logically correct, but practically it was found | 


to work injustice. There is nothing really absurd or | 


the gross amount found to have been received shall not 
exceed £200, and at 6d. for every £50 or fraction of £50, 
when such amount shall exceed £200. “In the case of any 
such receiver, guardian, consignee, bailee, manager, liquida- 
tor, sequestrator, or execution creditor, the fees shall, 
upon payment, be allowed in the account, unless the court 
or judge shall otherwise direct, and in the case of taking 
the accounts of such other accounting parties the fees shall 
be paid by the party having the conduct of the order under 
which such account is taken, as part of his costs of the 
cause or matter (unless the court or jadge shall otherwise 
direct), and in such case shall be taken upon the certificate 
of the result of any such account; but the fees shall be 
due and payable, although no certificate is required, on 
the account taken, or on such part thereof as may be 
taken,” and moreover “the officer taking the account may 
require a deposit on account of fees before taking the ac- 
count.” Under the old practice of the Court of Chancery 
@ per-centage (higher than that fixed by the new order) 
was charged on taking a receiver's account, but no per- 
centage was charged on taking a trustee’s account. A 
fixed fee, however, of £1 was payable on every certificate 
made by a chief clerk. If, therefore, it became 

to have the result of a trustee’s account certified the fee 
of £1 had to be paid, but if no certificate was required, no 
fee had to be paid. A difference of opinion has arisen be- 
tween the judges of the Chancery Division as to the effec 
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of the new order with regard to the fees to be paid on the 
taking of accounts in suits which were pending on the lst 
of November, 1875, and by desire of Vice-Chancellor 
Hall the matter was mentioned to the Court of Appeal. 
The Master of the Rolls had expressed an opinion ‘‘ that 
in all causes, matters, and proceedings instituted or com- 
menced before the lst of November, 1875, the old fee of 
£1 should be taken on certificates, but no per-centage 
charged on accounts, except receiver’s accounts. That in 
all other cases the per-centage should be charged, buc no 
fee taken on any chief clerk’s certificate whatever.”’ It 
was stated that Vice-Chancellor Malins had expressed his 
concurrence with this opinion, but that the other two Vice- 
Chancellors had taken a different view. The Conrt of 
Appeal interpreted the order thus :—The new per-centages 
are a substitute for the old fee of £1 on the certificate of 
the result of an account, and consequently, when the new 
per-centages are chargeable, the old feeof £1 will not have 
to be paid, even when a certificate is required. The new 
per-centages are to be paid on the taking of accounts in 
pending suits in all cases in which the taking of the accounts 
‘was not begun till on or after the 1st of November. Bat 
where the taking of the accounts was commenced before 
the lst of November, the old scale of fees applies, even 
thongh the taking was not completed or the result certi- 
fied until after the lst of November. This view, it will be 
seen, differs from that of the Master of the Rolls. 


County Courr Arprats.—On Friday, December 17, the 
question of county court appeals again came before Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, under the following circumstances:— 
In an action of Zhe Norton Iron Company (Limited) v. Bar- 
mingham judgment had teen given for the plaintiff for £30, 
against which decision the defendant was desirous of appeal- 
ing, and, there being no court at present constituted for the 
hearing of such appeals, Heywood applied to the Vice-Chan- 
cellor for an order staying execution pending the appeal. 
The Vice Chancellor refused to make the order ez parte, but 
gave leave to give notice of motion on Monday to stay exe- 
cution pending the appeal, the defendant paying into court 
the sum of £30 and costs, execution to be stayed till the 
hearing of the motion. 


ApromnTMENT or Recetver.—On Thursday, December 9, 
before Vice-Chancellor Bacon, in a case of Pease v. Fletcher, 
@ motion was made for the appointment of a receiver in a 
case where the plaintiffs were as to part of the mortgaged 
estates legal mortgagees and as to part equitable mortgagees. 
Kay, Q.C., and Caldicott, for the plaintiffs, submitted that, 
although under the old practice the court would not appoint 
a receiver on the application of a legal mortgagee, it bad 
power todo so under the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25, sub- 
section 8, in all cases in which it shall appear ‘‘ just and 
aonvenient.” They contended that this was clearly a case 
in which it was just and convenient that a receiver should be 
appointed, as the estates of which the plaintiffs were legal and 
equitable mortgagees were intermixed. H. Lake, for the 
trustee in liquidation, submitted that the construction put 
upon section 25, sub-section 8, of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
by the plaintiffs was broader than was intended by the Act, 
and he referred to Habershonv. Gill (ante, p. 98). The Vice- 
Chancellor said:—In this case there is no adverse possession. 
The estates of which the plaintiffs are legal and equitable 
mortgagees are intermixed and comprised in the same prop- 
erty, and it is clearly a cass in which, in the words of the 
Judicature Act of 1873, 8. 25, sub-section 8, it is ‘just and 
convenient ” that a receiver should be appointed, and the 
application must be granted. 





—_—_— 


Mr. William Wills, B.A., scholar of St. John’s College’ 
Cambridge, has been elected to the Macmahon Law Student” 
ship at that college. 

On Tuesday last, in the Queen’s Bench Division, Mr. 
Oppenheim rose from the back row of counsel's seats for 
the purpose of moving the court. He said that this being 
the last day of the sittings of the court, he presumed the 
old rule would be adhered to giving junior counsel prece- 
dence on that particular occasion. The Lord Chief Justice 
anid the old rule only applied to the last day of term, and 
os term had been abolished, the privilege was abolished 
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INJURIES ARISING FROM BREACH OF 
DUTY TOWARDS THIRD PERSONS, 


Tux case of Cattle v. The Stockton Waterworks Com. | 


pany (L.R. 10 Q. B. 453) decided a somewhat import, 
ant point with regard to the question how far a right of 
action accrues to one injured in consequence of a breach 
of a contract with a third person, or a breagh 
of duty to a third person. The doctrines on the subject 
laid down in the cases of Langridge v. Levy (2 M. & W, 
519, 4 M. & W. 337) and Lumley v. Gye (2 E. & B 
216) are well known. In the former the defendant had 
made a false representation as to the soundness of a gun 
to the plaintiff's father, and the plaintiff having used the 
gun relying on this, his hand was shattered by the burst. 
ing of the gun. It was held that there being fraud, and 
damage as the result of that fraud, not from an act, 
mote and consequential, but one contemplated by the de. 
fendant at the time as one of its results, the party guilty 
of the fraud was responsible. In Lumley v. Gye the ac. 
tion was for maliciously procuring a third person to 
break her contract with the plaintiff, and the de. 
cision seems to have been based on the existence of 
malice. 

Although in the beginning of these remarks we have 
used the same language as Blackburn, J., in Cattley, 
The Stockton Waterworks Company, in classifying ques. 
tions of this nature, it does not seem to us that it is the 
clearest way of putting it to say that the true question 
is how far a person injured has a right of action in con. 
sequence of a breach of a contract with, or a breach of 
duty to,a third person. The question is not strictly one 
of remoteness of damage in reference to the breach of 
duty to, or contract with, the third person, as the lan. 
guage which is sometimes loosely used with regardto 
cases of this nature would seem to imply. The true que 
tion obviously is whether there has been any breach of 
duty towards the injured person. Looking at the ques. 
tion from this point of view it is obvious that the case of 
Langridge v. Levy goes a very great way. What breach 
of duty had the defendant committed towards the plain. 
tiff ? It is quite obvious that there is no general duty, in 
a legal sense of the word, towards the public to sell none: 
but sound guns. The case must, therefore, be put on 
the ground of false representation, but the false repre. 
sentation was, in fact, made to the father. It seems that 
the case must, in substance, rest on the footing that the 
defendant contemplated that the representation would be 
repeated to the plaintiff, and that it was as if he had 
himself made it to the plaintiff and thereby induced 
him to use the gun. So regarded, the case is merely aa 
instance of the ordinary case of false representation. 
The limitation of the doctrine is obvious; the defendant 
must so distinctly contemplate and intend the false re 
presentation to be repeated to a particular person ast 
make it substantially as if he made it himself to that 
person. The case is treated in Winterbottom v. Wright 
(10 M. & W. 109) as one the doctrine of which is not 
be extended, 

The decision in the case of George v. Skivington (18 
W. R. 118, L. R. 5 Ex. 1) seems at first sight to be rather 
an extension of the doctrine, and somewhat difficult t 
reconcile with another decision, viz., Collis v. Selden (16 
W. R. 1170, L. R. 30. P. 495). In George v. Skivingtow 
the plaintiff J. G. and his wife sued the defendant for 
that in the course of his business he professed to sell 
chemical compound made of ingredients known only 
him, and by him represented to be fit to be used for # 
hair wash without causing injury to the person using i 
and to have been carefully compounded by him; 
the plaintiff J. G. thereupon bought of the defendant 6 
bottle of the wash to be used by the plaintiff E. G., hi 
wife, as the defendant then knew, and on the terms 
it could be safely so used, and had been carefully com 
pounded ; and the alleged breach was that the defendant 
had so negligently and unskilfully conducted himself ia 
preparing and selling the hair wash that by reason 
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it was unfit to be used for washing the hair, whereby the 
tiff E. G., who used it for that purpose, was injured. 
It was held, on demurrer, that the declaration showed 
a good cause of action. It does not appear to us that on 
g careful consideration of the declaration the principle 
acted upon goes any farther than the decision in 
idge v. Levy; but the declaration seems to us, 
though held good in substance, to be somewhat objec- 
tionable in form, as tending to the confusion of ideas 
hich we have before adverted to. It seems to base the 
right of recovering damages in the wife upon a contract 
made with the husband. But it will be seen from the 
ments that the true view is that there is in such 
cases a duty, independent of any warranty or contract 
with the husband or party actually contracted with, to a 
the use by whom of the article sold is dis- 
tindly and specifically contemplated. The case was 
one in which the defendant himself knew, or ought 
to have known, what the nature of the ingredients em- 
yed was, and what their effect would be. It does 
not, properly speaking, turn on any question of contract 

at all. 

The case of Collis v. Selden (16 W. R. 1170, L. R. 30. P. 
495), though at first sight very similar to that of George v. 
Skivington, seems to us capable of being distinguished, 
though we could wish that the relation of the two cases 
had been expressly discussed in the later decision. The 
declaration was that the defendant wrongfully, negli- 
gently, and improperly hung a chandelier in a public- 
house knowing that the plaintiff and others were likely 
tobe therein and under the chandelier, and that the 
chandelier, unless properly hung, was likely to fall upon 
and injure them, and that the plaintiff, being lawfully in 
the public-house, the chandelier fell upon and injured 
him. It was held that no cause of action appeared on 
thedeclaration. Now the substantial distinction between 
the cases is that the plaintiff in this case is not brought 
intoany such specific relation to thedefendant as to raise 
a duty on defendant’s part to use care and skill towards 
the plaintiff, as was the case in George v. Skiv- 
ington. In the latter case the defendant, knowing that 
the work was intended for a particular person, must be 
taken to have contemplated that that person would use 
the wash in reliance on his professional skill and care. 
Aperson, one of the general public, who walks into a 
public-house under a chandelier, does not rely on the 
representation or professional skill of the chandelier 
hanger for his assurance that the chandelier is safe, and 
is not entitled, by anything that the chandelier hanger 
hassaid or done, todo so. He relies upon the duty of the 
keeper of the public-house to see that his premises are 
safe, and his remedy, if any, isagainsthim. The judg- 
ments in the case lay down no satisfactory principle, but 
we think thatthe true principle by which the two de- 
tisions are to be reconciled must be that which we have 
endeavoured to indicate. We must, however, admit that 
it is not altogether easy to suggest a satisfactory formula. 
Ifthe husband in George v. Skivinyton bad not men- 
tioned to the hairdresser that he was buying the wash 
for his wife, would the wife have had no right of action ? 
Again, if he had given some of the wash 
to his daughter, would she have had no right 
of actin? We will not undertake to formu- 
late the circumstances under which a sufficient re- 

n arises between the vendor of an article and persons 
other than the purchaser to raise a duty towards such 
Petsons. Such questions seem to us analogous to ques- 
tions of remoteness of damage. The line must be drawn 
somewhere; as Willes, J., said in Collis v. Selden, there 
Would be no end of actions if it was held that a person 
having once done a piece of work carelessly should, inde- 
pendently of honesty of purpose, be fixed in such a case 
With liability by reason of bad materials or insufficient 

ing. It would obviously practically involve great 
ip if the consequences of negligence were of this 
almost illimitable character, but in all cases where, as 
the saying is, the line must be drawn somewhere, there 





will always be line cases in which distinctions are 
taken that seem almost illogical and absurd. 

The case referred to at the commencement of these 
observations is of a somewhat different character from 
the two decisions we have just discussed. The defend- 
ants were a waterworks company who, under their Act, 
had laid down one of their mains under a turnpike road, 
the soil of which belonged to the owners of the adjoin- 
ing land. K. was an owner of land on both sides ata 
spot where the road was carried across a valley on an 
embankment, and, wishing to connect his land on either 
side, employed the plaintiff, at an agreed sum, to make a 
tunnel under the road. In doing the work it was dis- 
covered that there was a leak in the defendants’ main 
higher up the road, and on the plaintiff digging out the 
earth the water from the leak flowed down upon the 
work and delayed it so as to cause pecuniary damage to 
the plaintiff, for whieh he brought an action against the 
defendants. It was held that, assuming that K could 
have maintained an action against the defendants for in- 
jury to his property, the damage sustained by the plain- 
tiff by reason of his contract with K. becoming less pro- 
fitable, or a losing contract, in consequence of the injury 
to K.’s property, gave the plaintiff no right of action 
against the defendants. This case does not seem to us 
so difficult to determine as either George v. Skivington 
or Collis v. Selden. We fail to see any plausible ground 
for raising a duty from the defendants to the plaintiff 
They are much more remote from one another than was 
the case in George v. Skivington, or even in Collis v. 
Selden. The case was one of nonfeasance rather than 
misfeasance on defendants’ part, and they could not be 
said to contemplate any relation existing between them- 
selves and the plaintiff. A man who hangsa chandelier 
in a place of resort might be said to contemplate the 
consequences of carelessness towards any person going 
there, but the fact that the plaintiff in Cattle v. Stockton 
Waterworks entered into a contract which was affected 
by the defendants’ neglect is extremely remote. The 
plaintiff could not be said to be entitled to rely on the 
waterworks company’s main being in good order when 
he undertook the contract. Such a sweeping extension 
of liability would be most dangerous in its results. As 
Coleridge, J., said, in Lumley v. Gye, “Courts of 
justice should not allow themselves, in the pursuit of 
perfectly complete remedies for all wrongful acts, to 
transgress the bounds which our law, in a wise con- 
sciousness, as I conceive, of its limited power, has im- 
posed on itself of redressing only the proximate and 
direct consequences of wrongful acts.” 








THE JUDICIAL STATISTICS, 1874. 
III.—Pxrisons. 
(Continued from p. 136.) 

The numbers and grades of the different prison officers 
for the year 1874 were as follows:—Governors and 
deputy governors, 147; chaplains, 132; surgeons, 118; 
clerks, schoolmasters, and schoolmistresses, 184; matrons, 
111; warders, 1,363 ; and other subordinate officers, 430. 
The total, 2,485, shows a decrease of 14 when compared, 
with the total for the previous year. 

In the cost of prisons there is a decrease of £2,039 3s. 
as compared with the amount for the preceding year, 
there having been a decrease of £37,777 9s. 2d., or 6 
per cent., in the amount for 1873 as compared with that 
for 1872. Last year (1874) the total cost of prisons was 
£582,982 2s. 6d.; the items of this sum being 
£115,377 2s. 6d. as establishment and building charges 
£242,346 15s. 1d. officers’ expenses and charges, and 
£150,770 10s. 5d. cost of prisoners’ diet, clothing, &c. 
The average yearly charge for each prisoner was 
£32 11s. 5d., or, omitting the extraordinary charge for 
buildings and fittings, £28 8s, 3d.; but this average 
charge, depending as it does on the number of prison 
officers maintained and on the daily average of prisoners, 





154 


Q2HE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


- Dec. 25, 1875, 





—————..; 





varies greatly in different prisons. The lowest average 
charge for the year was at Salford county prison, where 
it stood at £16 3s. 9d., and the highest was at the Lin- 
coln county prison, where it was £114 8s. 6d. 


The funds from which these costs were defrayed com- 
prised £59,839 19s. 9d. from prisoners’ labour, &c., 
£422,597 11s. from local rates and funds, and 
£100,544 11s. 9d. from the public revenues. The last 
source, therefore, contributed 17'1 per cent. of the total 
amount expended upon the maintenance of prisons. 

The returns relating to convict prisons have been 
brought down to the 3lst of March, 1875, and they in- 
form us that 2 new prisons for males have been opened 
during the year, one at Borstal, near Chatham, and the 
other at Wormwood Scrubs. At the commencement of 
the statistical year 9,582 persons were undergoing sen- 
tence; and, subsequently, 2,133 were received from 
county and borough prisons. Of these, nine were re- 
moved to county gaols and lunatic asylums; 1,841, 
including 1,565 on ticket-of-leave, were discharged ; 
174 died, and 1 committed suicide. The number of 
prisoners remaining at the end of the year was, there- 
fore, 9,690. The proportion of deaths among convicts 
was 1 in 67°3 in 1874-75, as against 1 in 71°6 in 1873-74; 
and, curiously enough, it has steadily increased ever since 
1870-71. The cases of insanity were 28 in number, or 
two less than in the previous year. There were 19,536 
eases of punishment inflicted upon convicts, as against 
21,865 in 1873-74. The total cest of convict prisons was 
£344,793 3s. 8d., being an average of £33 8s, 5d. per 
prisoner, or 5d. more than in the previous year. 
Convict labour in 1874-75 was valued at £206,977 6s. 1d. ; 
and, as other incidental receipts amounted to 
£1,313 17s. 4d. the net cost of the prisons was 
£136,502 Os, 3d., and the net annual charge per convict 
£13 4s. 7d. 

The returns relating to reformatory schools only come 
up to the end of 1873-74, during which ‘year there were 
53 certified establishments .of the kind in England and 
Wales. The number of offenders committed to these 
schools during the year ending the 29th of September 
1874, was 1,364, showing a decrease of 56 as compared 
with the number for 1873. Including these, the total 
numberof commitments to reformatories since the passing 
of the Actofthe17 & 18 Vict. c. 86, amounts to 22,117. 
At the commencement of the year these establishments 
contained 4,515 offenders; 1,364 were committed during 
the year; 49 absconded ; 33 died, and at the end of the 
year 4,536 remained under detention. Of those com- 
mitted in 1873-74, 671, or very nearly half, had been pre- 
viously convicted ; 662 could neither read nor write, 389 
could read, or read and write imperfectly, 108 could read 
and write well, and 5 possessed superior instruction. 
The total sum payable by her Majesty’s Preasury towards 
reformatory schools for the year was £69,940 7s. 1d., or 
£1,910 3s. 4d. more than in 1873; and the amount 
recovered from parents during 1874 was £3,957 18s., or 
£719 1s. 5d. more than in the previous year. 

The Middlesex Industrial School at Feltham contained, 
at the commencement of the year, 167 offenders; and 
during the year 52 were committed and 24 returned 
from leave or service, making a total of 243 under deten- 
tion during the year, against 292 in the previous year. 
Of the 243, 68 were discharged by order of the Home 
Secretary, 20 on leave of absence or on service, and 33 
on completion of their term. There appear to have been 
no deaths, for 122 were still under detention at the end 
of the year. The gross cost per head was £27 7s. 9d. in 
1874, and £26 16s. 8d. in 1873. 

In the 78 certified industrial schools, on the 29th of 
S-ptember, 1874, there were 7,759 offenders. There 
were 1,970 commitments during the year, and 7,297 
children under detention at its commencement. The 
costs for the year amounted to £137,215, against 
£124,282 for 1873; but the increased expense may be 
attributed to the fact that 2 new schools were certified 





a 
in 1873-74, 1 at Greenwich and 1 at Sparkbrook, nog 
Birmingham. 

In the various asylums, hospitals, and licensed houses 
throughout the kingdom there were, in 1873-74, 853 
criminal lunatics under confinement. Of these 559 wer 
at Broadmoor, 197 at county asylums, and 61 at provyin. 
cial licensed houses. Under the Act of 30 Vict. e.12, 
pursuant to which criminal lunatics whose term of 
ishment has expired are not afterwards to be considered 
as criminals, but are to be treated as pauper lunatics, 
86 lunatics ceased during the year to be considered ag 
criminals, making, with the numbers for the seven pre. 
vious years, 1,362 persons to whose cases the provisions 
of the Act have applied up to the 29th of September, 
1874. The number of criminal lunatics under detention 
at the commencement of the year was 679; 169 wer 
committed during the year, and 5 were received from 
other asylums. Of these, as we have before seen, 8 
ceased to be criminal, and 34 died, 3 escaped, 17 became 
sane and were removed or discharged, 15 were removed 
for trial or punishment, and 7 were sent to other asylums; 
so that 691 remained under detention at the end of the 
year. The total number under detention in 1874 was 
greater by 16 than in 1873. The average cost per head 
in the State asylum at Broadmoor amounted to 
£57 18s. 10d., against £61 16s. 10d. in 1873. For the 
41 county asylums in which criminal lunatics were under 
detention the average cost per head was £26 14s, 64,; 
and for 7 city and borough asylums the average was 
£33 6s. In licensed houses a few cases remain at 
high rates paid from private funds, and at Fisherton 
House where, with one exception, the expenses are paid 
from the parish rates, the average cost per head was 
£42. 


IV.—Tue Common Law Courts. 


Tue return made by the Queen’s Coroner and Attorney 
and the master of the Crown Office shows that under the 
peculiar jurisdiction of the Crown side of the Court of 
Queen’s Bench there was a decrease in the amount of 
business transacted in 1874 as compared with 1873. 
Last year Thomas Castro, otherwise Orton, otherwise 
Tichborne, was sentenced to fourteen years’ penal servi- 
tude for perjury, and Henry Jacobs was sentenced to six 
months’ imprisonment for contempt. Four other 
persons were fined; one in a sum of £250 for contempt, 
with imprisonment until such fine should be paid; ons 
other one farthing ; one other one shilling, for misdemea- 
nour; and one £200, for libel. 

In the three superior courts] of common law the 
number of writs of summons issued was 68,950, as 
against 67,031 in 1873. The number of appearances 
entered was 24,398, as compared with 23,366 in the pre- 
vious year; and the number of judgments was 24,743 a8 
compared with 24,744. The executions issued were 
15,168, as against 15,472 in 1873. The total amountof 
fees received in all the courts was £51,175 19s. a 
against £49,946 3s. in 1873, and £69,807 4s. 6d. in 
1864. 

The number of bills of costs taxed in the Court of 
Exchequer in 1874, exclusive of bills taxed under the 
statute, was 3,941, against 3,865 in 1873. No return is 
given under this head for the Court of Queen's Bench 
or for the Court of Common Pleas. 

From a return furnished by the master of the Coutt 
of Common Pleas it appears that the proceedings under 
the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, in the year 1874 
were as follows :— 


Petitions declared void . e: iycm day 

NR ois io se came 8 
withdrawn by judges order . 10 
filed but no security given . 2 


” ” 


Total /.. ; ‘ Ae 


The total amount of the bills of costs on these petitions 
was £29,649 lds, of which sum £15,340 10s. was taxed 
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off, and £14,309 5s., minus the two and a half per- 
centage on the total cost for taxing, was allowed. 

The returns furnished by the associates of the three 

or courts of common law, and the clerks of assize 
and the clerks of the Crown with regard to the courts at 
Westminster, show that the number of remanets from 
1873 was 378, as against 382 from 1872. At Westminster 
jn 1874, 2,526 cases were entered for trial, and at Nisi 
Prius 1,311, being a decrease from the numbers for 
1873. Of the Nist Prius cases 859 were tried, 431 were 
withdrawn or struck out, and 20 were made remanets, 
At Westminster 981 cases were defended, 188 were un- 
defended, 1,183 were withdrawn or struck out, 554 were 
made remanets, and 5 were stayed. Most of these num- 
bers show a considerable decrease from those of the pre- 
vions year. There were further entered for trial 284 
causes from the Common Pleas of Lancaster, 3 from the 
Court of Pleas of Durham, and 2 from the Court of 
Probate; of which 157 were tried, viz., 153 from the 
Common Pleas of Lancaster, 2 from the Court of Pleas 
of Durham, and 2 from the Court of Probate ; 124 causes 
were withdrawn or otherwise disposed of in the Common 
Pleas of Lancaster, 1 remained in the Court of Pleas of 
Durham, and 7 remained in the Common Pleas of Lan- 
caster. In the preceding year the number of causes 
entered was 329 from the Common Pleas of Lancaster, 
4 from the Court of Pleas of Durham, and 3 from the 
Court of Probate; of which 211 from the Common Pleas 
of Lancaster, 3 from the Court of Pleas of Durham, and 
3 from the Court of Probate were tried. 

The return of the judgments entered up in the offices 
of the respective courts shows that in 1874 they num- 
bered 25,005, being 261 more than in 1873. 

There were tried at Westminster and on circuit 2,769 

causes, being 193 less than in 1873. In these cases the 
verdict was for the plaintiff in 1,615 instances, and in 
287 for the defendant. In 30 cases the jury was dis- 
charged without giving a verdict, and in 92 a juror was 
withdrawn. In 139 cases the plaintiff was nonsuited ; 
and in 429 there was a stet processus, the venue was 
changed, or the record was withdrawn. The amount 
recovered in 1874 was £425,911, against £558,783 in 
1873, The number of executions in 1874 under writs of 
jeri facias was 14,638, of capias ad satisfaciendum 10, 
possession 432, and of elegit 88; making a total of 
15,168, against 15,472 in 1873. 
Rules for a new trial were refused in 136 cases, and 
mules nisi were granted in 261; in 79 cases rules absolute 
were granted, and in 101 discharged; while in one case 
the court was divided. These numbers exhibit a de- 
crease from those of 1873. 

In the 68,950 actions commenced by writ of summons, 
24,398 appeurances, as before stated, were entered; and 
itis, therefore, to be inferred that in 44,552, or 64°6 per 
cent., of the writs of summons issued, no step was 
taken towards a defence. Of the cases in which appear- 
ances were entered, 3,837, or 15°7 per cent., against 16°7 
percent. in 1873, were entered for trial. Of these 2,028, 
or 52°8 per cent. against 56 per cent. in 1873, were 
brought to trial; 188, or 9°2 per cent., of those brought 
to trial, against 10°8 per cent. in 1873, having been at 
the last undefended. For the decision of the jury there 
Temained therefore, 2°6 per cent. only, against 2°9 per 
cent, in 1873, of the cases in which writs of summons 
were issued. : 

In judges’ chambers 62,372 summonses were issued in 
1874, as against 60,700 in 1873 ; but in other proceedings 
there was a considerable decrease in the numbers, the 
vl 4 1874 having been 183,897, and that for 1873, 

From the return of proceedings in error it appears that, 

uding remanets from the previous year, there were 61, 
of which 49 were disposed of, and 12 were made remanets 
or stood for judgment. In 1873, the proceedings were 
% in number, and of these 59 were disposed of, and 17 
Were made remanets. 

The total amount of the suitors’ fund of the three 





courts, including £52,177 18s. 10d. remaining from 1873, 
and including also £161,583 17s. 8d. paid in during 1874, 
was, up to January 1, 1875, £213,761 16s. 6d.; and of 
this amount £167,274 11s. was paid out during 1874, 
leaving, on January 1, 1875, a balance of £46,487 5s. 6d., 
which is £5,690 less than the balance on January 1, 1874. 
The amount received in fees in stamps during the year 
ending March 31, 1875, was £84,151 3s. 2d., and during 
the previous year £80,603 11s. 0d.; showing an increase 
of £3,547 12s. 2d. 

The payments in 1874-75 were for salaries, &c. (ex- 
clusive of judges’ salaries), £82,025 6s. 4d.; for compen- 
sation to holders of abolished offices, £3,832 4s. 11d.; and 
for rent and travelling, &c., £5,560 18s. 4d.; against 
£81,497 5s. 1d.; £4,659 18s. 2d., and £5,422 8s, 5d. 
in 1873-74. 
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Recent Becisians. 


VESTING ORDERS UNDER THE TRUSTEE 
ACT, 1850. 


(Re Dagleish’s Trusts, 24 W. R. 53.) 


In this case the Master of the Rolls has gone a step 
farther towards restricting the application of a very use- 
ful section of the Trustee Act, 1850. It will be remem- 
bered that section 34 of that Act enables the court upon 
making any order for appointing a new trustee, or new 
trustees, to direct that any lands subject to the trust shall 
vest in the person or persons who, upon the appointment, 
shall be the trustee or trustees for such estate as the court 
shall direct. The power of vesting the estate under this 
section is connected with the exercise of the power of ap- 
pointing new trustees given by section 32, and that power 
is conferred only in cases where “it shall be found inex- 
pedient, difficult, or impracticable” to appoint new trus- 
tees without the assistance of the court. 

But to meet the class of cases in which, although a 
trustee has been duly appointed, difficulty is found in 
conveying the trust property to him, the court, by a 
benevolent, but, perhaps, hardly justifiable, strain- 
ing of the words of the Act, has reappointed the 
trustee so appointed, and has then proceeded to 
exercise the power given by section 34. The first 
reported case in which this was done appears to be 
Re Mundel’s Trust (8 W. R. 683). It may be surmised 
that during the fifteen years which have elapsed since that 
case was decided, the practice it laid down has been 
acted upon and taken as the rule of the court. At all 
events in a case of Re Clay's Settlement (May 27th, 
1873), Bacon, V.C., expressiy followed it. But in Re 
Driver's Settlement (23 W. R. 587, L. R. 19 Eq. 352), 
the Master of the Rolls refused to assent to the prac- 
tice; and he is reported, instead ef re-appointing the 
trustee, to have appointed an additional trustee, and 
then to have made the vesting order. It is no doubt 
not very easy to see how in strictness a person already a 
trustee can be appointed one under section 32, and the 
course taken by the Master of the Rolls to give the ad- 
vantage of the 34th section was probably more correct 
than that previously adopted; but neither device appears 
to be strictly warranted by the words of section 34. It is 
to be observei that inasmuch as it may not always be 
possible to find a third trustee, the operation of section 
34 was somewhat narrowed by the course taken in Re 
Driver's Settlement. 

When the same question came before the same learned 
judge in Re Dagleish’s Trusts he expressed an opinion 
that there must have been some misapprehension with re- 
gard to the order made in the previous case; he re- 
fused to appoint an additional trustee, and he declined 
to make a vesting order on the new ground that, under 
the last clause of section 34, it was a condition precedent 
to the efficacy of such an order that thereshould be some 
person in whom the property was vested capable of mak- 
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ing an effectual assignment. The words to which the 
learned judge referred are those which describe the 
effect of the vesting order. This isto be the same “ as if 
the person or persons who, before such order, were 
the trustee or trustees (if any) had duly executed all 
proper conveyances and assignments of such lands for 
such estate.” We venture to submit that theconcluding 
clause does not in any way bear the construction thus 
put uponit. It seems to be intended simply to define the 
operation of the vesting order. That operation is to be 
the same as the operation of an effectual conveyance by 
the parties mentioned—that is to say, it is to vest in 
the transferee the legal estate in the land, subject 
to the trusts. The learned judge appears to 
have held that the operation of a vesting order is defined, 
not by the section, but by the actual circumstances of 
the case; that if a conveyance can be made the vesting 
order can be made, but not otherwise. Where is this to 
be found, either expressed or implied, in the section ? 

It is curious to compare the present decision with those 
which have preceded it. It was not till Re Manning's 
Trusts (Kay App. xxviii) that it was clearly settled that 
a vesting order could be made under section 34, where 
there existed a person capable of executing a con- 
veyance. Now, the Master of the Rolls holds that 
unless such a person exists no vesting order can be 
made. 


CHARGING ORDER ON “PROPERTY RE- 
COVERED.” 


(Birchall v. Pugin, C.P., 23 W. R. 923, L. R. 10 C. P. 
397.) 


This case gives a fair construction to statute 23 & 24 
Vict. c. 127, s. 28, in holding that a sum of money re- 
covered in an action is ‘* property ” within the meaning 
of the statute, which enables a solicitor to obtain an 
order charging “‘ property recovered” in an action with 
his costs. Although it wascommonly said that an attor- 
ney had at common law a lien on money recovered by 
his exertions, the experience of decided cases abundantly 
showed how precarious was his right, and indeed, unless 
he could prove that some fraudulent collusion had been 
practised in putting the money out of his reach, he had 
no remedy. There was, therefore, abundant reason for 
his having the protection afforded him by the statute, 
and the view taken by the Court of Common Pleas had 
been already acted upon in the Admiralty (The Jeff Davis, 
L. R. 2 A.& E. 1). It was further held that it was no ob- 
jection that the costs had not been taxed. And lastly, 
in a competition between the solicitor and a judgment 
creditor who sought to attach the debt, it was held that 
the summons of the former, being earlier in date, entitled 
him to priority. 


PAYMENT ON FORGED INDORSEMENT. 


(Guardians of Halifax Union v. Wheelwright, Ex., 23 
W. R. 704, L. R. 10 Ex. 183.) 


This case affirms the rule established in Young v. 
Grote (4 Bing. 252), that where a cheque is so negligently 
drawn that it can be without difficulty increased in 
amount by the insertion of words and figures 
in the blank spaces, and it is fraudulently so 
increased, the drawer is estopped from denying, 
as against his banker paying the increased amount, 
that it was issued by him in the form in which 
it is presented. We have described it as an estoppel, for 
that is the shortest and plainest description of the legal 
effect produced ; but, as was abundantly pointed out in the 
argument in this case, the only thing that can be pro- 
nounced settled is the rule itself; the precise legal reason 
is variously represented by those who have concurred 
in the result. So far the case decided nothing new, but 
added a confirmation to a rule which has been sometimes 
questioned, 





But a further question was raised as to the application 
of 16 & 17 Vict. c. 59, 8.19, which protects bankers pay. 
ing on a forged indorsement. The defendant was not 
banker, but the manager of a bank, who acted as the 
treasurer to the plaintiffs, and kept the account at his 
bank by their direction. 1t was contended on his behalf 
that the statute protected all persons acting in the capa. 
city of bankers—a vague expression, which must be taken 
to mean persons paying the drafts or orders of any 
person or body out of funds intrusted to them by such 
person orbody. The argument, framed on the language 
of previous statutes, was ingenious, but we think incon. 
clusive. At any rate it so appeared to the court, for 
though, on other grounds, they held the defendant not 
liable for the money paid away on forged indorsements, 
they declined to extend the words of the statute to his 
case (see Ogden v. Benas, 22 W. R. 805, L. R. 9 C. P. 
513). 


GENERAL AVERAGE, 


(Mavro v. Ocean Marine Insurance Company, Ex.Ch, 
23 W. R. 758, L. R. 10 C, P, 414.) 


The distinction taken by the appellants between this 
case and Harris v. Scaramanga (20 W. R. 777, L. R. 7 
C. P. 481) and Hendricks v. Australasian Insurance 
Company (22 W. R. 927, L, R. 7 C. P. 480), was that 
the phrase in the policy, “ general average as per foreign 
adjustment,” only bound the underwriter to pay any 
contributions which might be imposed on the subject- 
matter of insurance in respect of general average by 
the foreign adjuster, but did not make him liable 
to pay for damage to the subject-matter which would, 
according to the rule of law prevailing where the 
average was adjusted, be a general average loss, but 
was by English law only a particular average loss, 
Therefore the defendants, the underwriters on cargo, 
paid into court the amount of the contribution which, at 
the place where the voyage was broken up, was fixed as 
the amount due from the owner of cargo in respect of 
damage done both to ship and cargo, through putting 
on a stress of sail to keep off a lee shore, but contended 
that the damage to the cargo itself, which the plaintiff 
sought to recover, was still a particular average, being 
such according to English law, and covered by the war- 
ranty ‘free from particular average.” There was certainly 
some plausibility in the argument, but the court, affirm- 
ing the decision of the Court of Common Pleas, held that 
the words could not be so limited, and in effect decided 
that under such a clause what is treated by the foreign 
average adjuster in his statement as general average ac 
cording to the law which governs him, is to be treated as 
general average for all purposes. 

It may be noticed that Blackburn, J., treats it asa 
still unsettled point (see Abbott on Shipping, pt. iv. 
chap. 10) whether even without such wordsthe underwriter 
would not be liable to pay according to the foreign 
average statement, and as the assured is certainly liable 
on that footing to his partners in the calamity (Simonds 
v. White, 2 B. & C. 805) it would be a reasonable thing 
to hold the affirmative. 





The Standard gives the following as the result of the 
recent sittings at Guildhall on the Queen’s Bench cause 
list :—The sittings of the court for the trial of causes ab 
Guildhall m d on Wednesday, the 24th of November 
last. The cause list contained 231 remanets, and since the 
1st inst. thac number Las been increased by 45 new causes, 
making together 276 causes. Of that number 78 causes 
only have been tried during the month, notwithstanding 
two divisional courts have been constantly sitting, and thas 
the Courts of Common Pleas and Exchequer have givet 
considerable assistance in trying Queen’s Bench causes. 
Sixty-four have been stayed, 24 have been made remanels, 
and 95 have been struck out or withdrawn. 
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Rehiews. 
LAW OF RATING. 


Tas Parcrpies or THE Law or Ratine or HEREDITAMENTS 
ix THB Occupation or Companizs. By J. H. Batrour 
Browns, Barrister-at-Law. London. Stevens & Haynes. 
1875. 

The author of this ponderous volume upon a com- 

tively small subject writes as though no one had 
written before him, and the principles of rating were 
now for the first time to be seriously considered and 

Jaced on a sound and rational basis. No one will com- 
plain that a writer brings to his subject a critical judg- 
ment, and seeks for reasons instead of merely citing au- 
thorities ; but there is a medium in this as in other things, 
and one who aims at writing a practical treatise must 
make up his mind to accept decisions as they stand, and 
to recognize the probability that they may be right even 
though he would have decided otherwise. A text writer 
may be wiser than the court, but the presumption is the 
other way. 

The author occupies many pages in endeavouring to 
set upon its legs again the principle of contributive value 
which was practically overruled in the Haughley case. 
The considerations which he brings to bear on the ques- 
tion are not novel; the relative weight of the opposing 
arguments has been discussed and estimated by learned and 
acute counsel and judges, and a decision has been 
arrived at. It serves no good purpose to revive again a 
controversy which has been determined by authority; at 
this rate every decided point of law against which a 
plausible argument might have been raised might be re- 
opened. The reasons given by the author against the de- 
cisions are far from convincing, and he makes no attempt 
to solve the problem which has always been the 
stumbling-stone of those who maintained the principle 
of contributive value—by what rule is the contribution 
to be assessed ? and how is the difficulty of rating the 
same thing twice over to be avoided? ‘The case of Reg. 
v. London and North-Western Railway Company (22 
W. R. 235, L. R. 9 Q. B. 124) is not, as the author 
aupposes, inconsistent with previous decisions, because it 
telates, not to an integral part of a line with reference 
to the entire extent of which contributive profits would 
have to be assessed, but to a distinct line which, from 
its position as connected with several systems, had a 
competitive value. If from any cause any hereditament is 
thus the subject of competition, in point of fact it will 
command a higher rent, and as the rent or hypothetical 
rent.is the test (and not, as the author assumes, profits), 
it must necessarily be more highly rated. It would be 
40 if it were in fact, as it is hypothetically, let to one of 
the competing companies as annual tenants. But this 
has nothing to do with contributive value. 

The author's habit of transcribing judgments verbatim 
and accompanying them with an elaborate comment has 
naturally resulted in a very large consumption of paper 
and type. But if this was deemed necessary, it is more 
difficult to see why he should have swelled a volume 
already too large by endless repetitions and useless 
verbiage. What is to be said of such paragraphs as the 
following ?—“‘ All that has to be done is to see that only 
tepairs are included under that head, and only renewals 
under the others, and that none of these are charged 
twice over. But it does strike one as being a 
little like the first lesson of the fencing-master 
in Moliére’s “ Bourgeois,” who said that there were only 
two things to learn in fencing ; those were, to hit your 
enemy, and avoid being hit yourself” (p, 249). “ But 
we have dwelt long enough upon the questions of re- 
ceipts, and of the apportionment of these among the 
Various parishes, in which the various parts of the whole 
rateable hereditament may be situated. We have also had 
Occasion, incidentally, to allude to the question of the ap- 
Portionment of expenses, but something more must be 





said of the method of arriving at the rateable value from 
the gross receipts. Here, as elsewhere, that is to be done 
by calculation ; here, as elsewhere, we must make certain 
deductions from the gross receipts, and it is necessary to 
inquire what these deductions are. Many may be 
claimed, but all of these are not allowable” (p. 305). 
“Here we have not to do with fine feelings, but with the 
most easily appreciated of ordinary worldly motives— 
motives which are so little human[?]: that a science 
called political economy can be founded on them and 
made to deal with them. What science could deal with 
generosity ? But here we have nothing to do with self- 
sacrifice, but ordinary prudent motives which work be- 
tween men who are bargaining with one another” (p. 
361). 

Rating is not a sufficiently amusing subject to endure 
these trite observations and elaborate pleasantries; and 
we would advise the author in the future out of “ ordin- 
ary prudent motives” to practise in this respect a be- 
coming “ self-sacrifice.” 

We cannot but regret to see so much labour and in- 
genuity as the author has evidently expended on this 
work, bestowed to so little purpose. He has collected 
abundant materials for a useful treatise; but this is not 
enough to make a good book. Labour and ingenuity 
may result in mere pedantry, und will not suffice to 
ensure true accuracy of thought or language. The ac- 
quisition of this is a harder task; and in law even the 
sons of genius will hardly attain it without a large 
portion of self criticism and self-distrust. 


THE JUDICATURE ACTS. 


Tue Jupicatrure Acts anp Ruvutes,' with Forms or 
Puieapines,, Inrropvction, Expianatory Notes, 
anp Copious Inpex. By Wm. Wvytutys Macxegson, 
Esq., Q.C., a Bencher of the Inner Temple, and 
Joun Forses, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


Our judgment on this book may be shortly stated 
as follows:—The Acts, especially that of 1873, are 
admirably annotated; the information given under 
this head is usually just such as the reader would 
desire to have; the writers seldom wander into 
criticism of the provisions of the Acts and still less 
frequently indulge in prophetic visions. Moreover, 
the information they give is very tersely expressed ; 
we may instance the note to section 10 of the Act of 
1875 as a model of concise statement. 

On the other hand, the rules seem to be most 
inadequately annotated. One can hardly open a page 
of this part of the work without finding some glaring 
omission of necessary explanations or cross-references, 
Thus, taking the pages at random, we open the book upon 
ord. 3 (p. 118). Will it be believed that to r. 6 
(special indorsement) there is no cross-reference and no 
explanation except, in reference to “simple con- 
tract debt,’ the words “whether verbal or not 
semble”? To r. 8 (indorsement for account), the only 
note is a reference to the forms of claim for administration 
of estates and accounts. Under ord. 16 (parties) there 
is not a word said upon rr. 17, 18 (notice of claim against 
third parties)—rules certainly needing explanation. 
And on the important ord. 36 (trial) there are 
exactly six notes, containing in all rather less than seven 
lines. One refers to “ the next rules for the particular 
mode of trial to be adopted”; the next refers to “ Act, 
1873, p. 60, supra” ; the third informs us that “ issues 
from the Chancery Division will, it would seem, be tried 
like issues from the other divisions” ; two other notes are 
merely references to forms; and the remaining one is 
a reference to “‘ Act 1873, p. 38.” There are here 
and there to be found a few useful notes—see that on 
special case at p. 175, on serviceout of the jurisdiction at 
p. 129, and on costs of appeal at p. 214—but, on the 
whole, this part of the book is most disappointing, and 
as it is to the rules that the practitioner will most fre- 
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quently have occasion to refer, the worth of the work is 
greatly diminished. If the rules had been annotated 
with the same care and skill as have been bestowed on the 
Acts the book would have been one of great value to 
the profession. 

The legislation referred to, or incorporated in, the 
Acts and rules is not to be found in the book, even in 
the case of the provisions of section 42 of 15 & 16 Vict. 
c. 86. 

The introduction is clearly written, and, so far as it 
goes, is accurate; but it is an extremely bald outline of 
the changes effected. Surely the new rules as to plead- 
ing deserved more explanation than the sixteen lines or so 
of very general observations which the authors have 
devoted to them ? 

We come last of all to the index, which covers no 
fewer than 217 pages of the book. ‘This seems, so far 
as we have been able to test it, very carefully and con- 
veniently framed. A reference is given both to the order 
and rule and to the page, and the sub-headings are 
alphabetically arranged. The index is not free from 
errors of the press—see p. 495, where the second figures 
from the top should be 79—but on the whole we think 
it will be found very useful. 








General Correspoanvence. 


Notice or APPEARANCE ELSEWHERE THAN WHERE THE 
Writ 1s Issvep. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,— Perhaps the following facts will to some extent 
serve to point out a difficulty which has arisen, and (it is 
feared) is likely to occur again, in the working of the 
district registry clauses of the Judicature Acts. 

“ A.,” residing at Melton Mowbray, instructed his solici- 
tor at Leicester (sixteen miles distant) to issue an eight- 
day writ against “B.”’ This was sued out of the district 
registry established at the last-named place. The defendant 
resided in London, and had, of course, the option of appear- 
ing either in the district registry or in London. He was 
duly served on the 6th of December, and on the 13th of 
December he entered an appearance in the London office 
in person. On the same day he sent notice of appearance 
to the plaintiff himself at Melton, in pursuance of ord. 12, 
r. 6. On the morning of the 14th of December the plaintiff's 
solicitor, after waiting until the London post had been de- 
livered (in compliance with one of the new rules of Decem- 
ber 1), and not having recéived any notice of appearance, 
considered that he was entitled to sign judgment and issue 
execution, but before taking these steps he, asa matter of 
precaution, although he had been told to lose no time, 
wrote to the plaintiff requesting to be informed whether he 
should proceed to extremities. This was done, lest, as 
sometimes happens, the defendant might have settled or 
arranged with the plaintiff behind the solicitor’s back. In 
answer to this letter, the plaintiff, on the evening of the 
14th of December, fo: ed to his solicitor the notice of 
appearance ys referred to, and which the latter re- 
ceived on Wednesday, the 15th of December. ‘The plaintiff 
had kept the notice, being (as may be easily supposed) in 
entire ignorance of the rules of court, and either not know- 
ing or not considering it to be necessary to forward the 
notice to his solicitor. 

I do not know how this matter will strike your readers, 
but it seems to me that a plaintiff’s solicitor cannot, so long 
as the wording of ord. 12, r. 6, remains unaltered, safely 
sign judgment or issue execution on the morning of the 
ninth day after service of writ, but must wait until he has 
seen his client, or got an answer to a letter addressed to 
him, asking instructions, Tn many instances, in Leicester- 
shire, the plaintiff lives in an out-of-the-way village, and 
capnot be got at for several hours by any one going from 
Leicester, or communicated with by telegram, or other 
means, or it may be that he is absent from home. 
In such cases, especially in claims between £20 and 
£50, the money may be lost by reason of the solicitor 
not being able to issue execution early on the ninth 
day, as he ought to do, In this state of things, the de- 
lay will often afford the defendant an opportunity of filing 





a petition for liquidation, and of getting an order to restrain 
plaintiff's further proceedings before the sheriff can levy, and 
thus the plaintiff will be prejudiced. And if the solicitcr si 
the judgment and issues execution without communica’ 
with his client, he will run the risk of bis proceedings bej 
afterwards set aside with costs, and of an action 
brought by the defendant fur damages for wrongful se'zure, 
Surely the notice of appearance ought in all cases to be 
sent to the plaintifi’s solicitor, or to his London agent whose 
address is given on the writ, and not to the plaintiff himself? 
Leicester, Dec. 20. X. 





Tae County Courts Act, 1875—-DerauLt Summons, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—A question has arisen in a metropolitan court 02 
the effect of defendant’s admission of debt in court after 
notice of defence and appearance at the trial. Is this the 
same as an appearance to an ordinary summons, and is the 
court, therefore, at liberty to give time for payment with- 
out consent ; or is the plaintiff entitled to judgment forth- 
with, as he would be if the defendant did not appear—ord, 
16, r. 6? 

It seems to me that a trial of any kind gives the court 
the power, under £20, to order payment by instalments, but 
that the defendant’s admission of the debt sued for bya 
default summons is equivalent to a withdrawal of defence, 
and, therefore, entitles the plaintiff to the same rights as 
if no notice of defence had been given, and consequently to 
@ forthwith order. 

G. MaANLEY WETHERFIELD. 








Appotntnrents, Ete. 


Mr. Wituiam Henry Bisuor, of Hanley, has been ape 
pointed Solicitor to the Hanley School Board. 

Mr. Artnur Rerp Bostock, solicitor (of the firm of Bos- 
tock & Rawlison), of Horsham, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Horsham School Board. Mr. Bostock was admitted a 
solicitor in 1872, and is clerk to the magistrates of the divi- 
sion of Lower Bramber. 

Mr. Artuur CoueEn, Q.C., has been appointed by the 
Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports (Earl Granville, K.G.) to 
the office of Judge of the Cinque Ports, in the place of the 
Right Hon. Sir Robert Phillimore. Mr. Cohen is an M.A. 
of Magdalen College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1857. He became 
a Queen’s Counsel in 1874, and practises on the Home Cir- 
cuit. . 

Mr. Cartes Wiit1am Garrop, solicitor, of Wells, 
chapter clerk and treasurer to the corporation, has been ap- 
pointed Secretary to the Bishop of Bath and Wells, in the 
place of his partner, the late Mr. Henry Bernard. Mr. 
Garrod was admitted a solicitor in 1860. 

Mr. Ropert Henry Hurst, barrister, of Horsham-park, 
who has been returoed as M.P. for Horsham in the Li 
interest, is the eldest son of the late Mr. Robert Henry 
Hurst, many years M.P. for Horsham. He was horn in 1817, 
and was educated at Westminster School, and at Trini 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated as twenty-fif 
wrangler in 1839. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1842, and has practised on the 
Home Circuit and the Sussex and Brighton Sessions. Mr. 
Hurst sat for Horsham from 1865 to 1874, and he is Re- 
corder of Hastings and Rye, and a magistrate and Deputy- 
Lieutenant for Sussex. 

The Hon. Epwarp Stanuore, M.P., barrister, has been 
appointed Parliamentary Secretary to the Board of Trade, 
Mr, Stanhope is the second son of the present Karl Stan- 
hope, and was born in 1839. He was educated at Harrow, 
and Christ Charch, Oxford, where he took the usual 
degrees, and was afterwards elected a Fellow of All Souls 
College. He wascalled to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in Easter Torm, 1865, and has practised on the Home 
Circuit and Kent Sessions. Mr. Stanhope acted in 1867 
as an assistant commissioner on the employment of women 
and children in agriculture, and was retarned for Mid- 
Lincolnshire in the Conservative interest in 1874. 
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Alderman Davip Henry Stone, ex-Lord Mayor of 
on, has been created a Commander of the Order of 
the Legion of Honour in France. Alderman Stone was 
admitted a solicitor in 1839, and was for several years the 
head of the firm of Stone, Billinghurst, & Wood, in the 
Ponltry, but he has now ceased to practise. He has 
served the office of Under-Sheriff of London aud Middlesex, 
and was successively acommon councilman and deputy 
for the ward of Bassishaw. He was sheriff for the year 
1867—8, and Lord Mayor 1874—5, and he was for several 
years & representative of the City of London at the Metro- 
itan Board of Works, Alderman Stone has also been 
appointed a Magistrate for the Borough of Hastings. 


Mr. Ranpat Isnam Stow, Q.C., has been appointed a 
Paisne Judge of the Supreme Conrt of South Australia, in 
the place of Mr. Justice Wearing, deceased. Mr. Stow 

ised for several years as a solicitor at Adelaide, being 
alsoa notary public and a member of the House of As- 
sembly for the colony. 








Obituarp. 


MR. THOMAS WEBB GREENE, Q.C. 


Mr. Thomas Webb Greene, Q.C., of Baddow Hall, Essex, 
died at his residence in Upper Wimpole-street, on Sanday, 
the 14th ult., at the age of seventy-one. Mr. Greene 
was the second son of the late Mr. Thomas Webb Greene, 
of Lichfield, and was born in 1804, He was educated at 
Repton School, and at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he 
graduated as LL.B. in 1833. He was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1832, and be- 
came an equity draftsman and conveyancer. He gradually 
obtained a good junior business, and in 1858 he applied for 
and obtained a silk gown, and then elected to practise in 
the court of Vice-Chancellor Stuart. After the promotion 
of Mr. Bacon to a judgeship in bankruptcy he (Mr. Greene) 
became the leader in that court, and he continued to prac- 
tise before Vice-Chancellors Wickens and Hall till the be- 
ginning of last long vacation, but within the last few 
weeks failing health had induced him to relinquish business. 
Mr. Greene was a sound lawyer, and was especially popu- 
lar on accoun$ of the courtesy and kindness with which he 
always treated his juniors. His politics were Liberal, but 
he never aspired to a seat in the House of Commons. He 
was & magistrate and Deputy-Lieutenant of Essex, and 
was for many years most assiduous in his duties as a 
member of the Chelmsford bench of magistrates. In 
Jaly last he was put in nomination as one of the 
chairmen of the Essex Quarter Sessions (in the place of the 
late Mr. Thomas Coxhead Chisendale Marsh), and the 
election was to have taken place at the last Ontober sessions. 
The two other candidates, Sir Henry Selwin-Ibbetson, M.P., 
and Mr. Henry Ford Barclay, had waived their claims in 
favour of Mr. Greene, and owing to the state of his health 
the election was postponed for three months longer in the 
hope that by that time he would be sufficiently restored to 
undertake the duties of the post. Mr. Greene was a beneher 
of the Middle Temple, and had been for some years chair- 
man of the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting. He 
was married to a daughter of the late Mr. John Maclachlan, of 
Baddow Hall, and he leaves a large family. On taking his seat 
on the beach on Monday Nov. 15 Vice-Chancellor Hall said : 
—“I cannot allow the business of this courtto be commenced 
without teferring to the loss which we, and also the public, 
have sustained by the death of Mr. Greene. Personally I 
feel his loss deeply. Mr. Greene was a man whose charae- 
ter, public and private, always seemed to me worthy of the 

est regard. As an advocate he spared no pains to in- 
sure the success of his client; he thoroughly mastered the 
facts of his case, and he was always ready to apply the law 
to the facts, and to enforce his arguments by reference to the 
Principles and authorities bearing on the case. When he 
addressed the court, the court was satisfied that aeything 
was fairly stated, and nothing improperly withheld. To 
the judge and to the bar he was full of candour and courtesy. 
cannot have had an enemy, and he set an example which 
Tam sure has had, and will continue to have, an influence 
beneficial alike to the bar and to the public—an example 
of the faithful, diligent, and upright discharge of those im- 





ortant duties with which counsel are entrusted.’ Mr’ 
ickinson, the senior Q.C. in the court, replied —‘‘ My lord 
all the bar fully concur in what your lordship has said, and 
; moe, as a personal friend of Mr. Greene’s, feel his loss 
eep y.” 


MR. THOMAS COMMINS. 


Mr. Thomas Commins, solicitor and notary, of Bodmin 
and Fowey, died at his residence at the former place, on the 
21st ult., at the age of sixty-nine. Mr. Commins was the son of 
the late Mr. Thomas Commins, of Bodmin, and was born in 
1806. Having duly served his articles with his father, he 
was admitted a solicitor in 1829, and shortly afterwards 
went into partnership with the latter and with Mr. Charles 
Coode, though latterly he practised alone. Mr. Commins 
was a notary public, a perpetual commissioner for Cornwall, 
and a commissioner for atfidavits in chancery and at com- 
mon law. He had been for many years clerk of indict- 
ments at the Cornwall Quarter Sessions, and he was alse 
clerk to the county justices for the Tywardreath division of 
the hundred of Powder, and to the Commissioners of Land, 
Assessed, and Property Taxes for the hundred of Trigg. 
He had also a large private practice. © 


MR. WILLIAM GREGSON. 


Mr. William Gregson, who was for many years a solicitor 
at Rochford and Southend, died at Bruges, on the 2nd ult., 
in his sixty-fifth year. Mr, Gregson was born in 1803, and 
was admitted a solicitor in 1834. He shortly afterwards 
commenced to practise at Rochford in partnership with the 
late Mr. Michael Comport, on whose retirement from practiee 
be succeeded to the offices of clerk to the Commissioners of 
Property, Land, and Assessed Taxes at Rochford, clerk to the 
Rochford Board of Guardians, and superintendent-registrar. 
He was a commissioner for taking affidavits in chancery 
and at common law, and had a large private practice in the 
district. He retired about two years ago, being succeeded 
in his business and his public appointments by his son, 
Mr. William Gregson, jun., who was admitted in 1864, 
and had previously been for some years clerk to the South- 
end Local Board of Health. 


MR.. DEEBLE BOGER. 


Mr. Deeble Boger, of Wolsdon, near Plymouth, who 
was for many years in practice as a solicitor, died on the 
22nd ult., at the age of seventy-six. The deceased was the 
son of the late Mr. John Boger, solicitor, of Plympton and 
of Wolsdon. He was born in 1799, and was admitted a 
solicitor in 1821. He was at first in partnership with his 
father at Plympton, and at a more recent date with his 
brother, Mr. John Hext Boger, and with Mr. Charles 
Theodore, and some years ago the business of the firm was 
removed to Stonehouse. Mr. Boger was formerly Recorderl 
of the ancient borough of Plympton, and he was a Perpetua, 
commissioner for Devonshire and Cornwall, and steward o 
the manors of the Earl of Mount Edgecumbe, to whom he 
was also solicitor and agent. He succeeded to the Welsdon 
estates on his father’s death, and retired from practice a few 
years He was a magistrate and Deputy-Lieutenant for 
Cornwall, and a Deputy-Warden of the Stannaries. Mr. 
Boger had an extensive local reputation as an anti- 
quarian and a genealogist. He is succeeded in his estates 
by his son, Mr. Walter Deeble Boger, who was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1857, and is an equity draftsman 
and conveyancer. 


MR. HENRY TAYLOR RAVEN. 


Mr. Henry Taylor Raven, solicitor, of 2, Harcourt-buildings, 
Temple, died suddenly at his residence, 7, Park-villas, Lewis- 
ham, on the 14th inst., in his sixty-sixth year. The deceased 
was the son of the late Mr. Henry Raven, many years chief 
clerk to the Treasury, and was born in 1810. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1832, and soon afterwards went into partner- 
ship with Mr. Cobbett Derby, at 1, Mitre-court-buildiv 
After Mr. Derby's death, he removed to 2, Harcourt-build- 
ings, and was joined by Mr. Henry Bradley, and on the 
sudden death of that gentleman in 1873, Mr. Raven was asso- 
ciated with Mr. Evan Hare. During the whole of Mr. Raven’s 
professional career, his firm acted as agents for the Solici- 
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tor to the Treasury. He had enjoyed the confidence of many 
‘successive Attorney-Generals, and was much respected by all 
persons with whom his professional position brought him in 
contact. Mr, Ravea fell while walking in Whitehall during 
the snowy weather about a fortnight ago ; but though much 
shaken, he was not thought to have experienced any serious 
injury. On Monday, the 13th inst., he was at his office all 
‘day, apparently in his usual health ; but on the following 
morning he was found dead in his-bed. On the same day 
Vice-Chancellor Malins made a feeling allusion to the sad 
occurrence, and spoke most highly of the talents and per- 
sonal character of the deceased. Mr. Raven was married to 
the daughter of the late Mr. William Seymer, but was left 
a widower in 1861, and had no issue. 








Leqal News. 


The German Parliament on the 17th inst. rejected a clause 
in the new Penal Code providing forthe punishment of 
foreigners who, having committed crimes actionable under 
the German code against German subjects abroad, on visit- 
ing Germany were to be held responsible for such crimes. 

On Saturday the Lord Chief Justice, in postponing several 
heavy cases in the new trial paper till the next sittings, 
‘said that he hoped at the next sittings an arrangement 
might be mide for taking new trial cases on certain days 
without any interruption from motions, so as to be able to 
go + a with them and hear them continuously to the 
end. 


A case of Frost v. Field, tried before Mr. Baron Pollock and 
a special jury on Tuesday, afforded, says the Times reporter, 
a very striking illustration of the increased despatch in 
legal business effected by the Judicature Acts, this being 
the second trial of the same cause during. the present 
sittiogs. The case was tried the first time before Mr. Justice 
Blackburn on the 8rd of the present month, when the jury 
were discharged, being unable to agree upon a verdict, 
and thereupon the plaintiff was able to give fresh notice 
of trial, and set down the case for a second trial, forthwith, 
the consequence being that, the long list of arrears having 
been disposed of, the cause came on a second time for 
os within three weeks after the data of the former 

al. 


On Monday last, at the Worcester Assizes, the grand jury 
made a special presentment to Mr. Baron Amphlett, who was 
formerly Chairman of the Worcestershire Quarter Sessions. 
‘The Hon. C. G. Lyttelton, the foreman, said he was desired 
to express the great gratification they felt in welcoming 
his lordship among them, and in hoping that he would 
long enjoy the health and strength which were necessary to 
the discharge of his important duties. The learaed baron 
said he was extremely gratified by this expression of their 
good wishes. He had always looked upon the part he had 
taken in the administration of affairs in the county with 
the greatest gratification, and, so far as regarded the 
administration of justice in his present capacity, he felt 
that he had derived much benefit from the experience he 
he had ained as chairman of their quarter sessions, while 
the kindness and consideration he had received during that 
period had left an indelible impression on his mind, and 
would always be remembered by him with the liveliest feel- 
ings of pleasure and satisfaction. 

Russia, says the Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence, is 
about to take an important step in advance of the reat of 
the world in the control of the steamship and railway 
interests within the empire, by making the proprietors 
strictly responsible for personal damage done, even to their 
own employés. A law recently prepared by a special com- 
mission, and now before the Imperial Privy Council, pro- 
vides that companies are in future to be subject to damages 
for any death or injury caused on their lines to persons 
either in or out of their employ, and that such claims can- 
not be evaded by any previous private agreement for exemp- 
tion, nor by the plea that all possible precautions have been 
used. The damages awarded are to be proportioned to the 
means of the person killed or injured. for damages 
may be adjudicated on in any Russian civil court of justice 
“ander the law, which is to supersede for all railway cases 
the previously existing rules as to actions for personal injary. 
Thus the presence of the injured person, in cases not fatal, 





—=>. 
is not to be a condition, as it is in other similar trials, sings 
the State itself, through its public prosecutors, henceforth 
undertakes as a public duty the conduct of all actions arising 
from railway injuries. 


Surges’ Chambers.* 


(Before Huppizston, B.) 
Dec..15.—Lynch v. Over:all Coal Company. 
Jurisdiction of district os «a 16, r. 103 ord. 35, rr. 
hes aed 

This was an action commenced in the Liverpool district 
registry. Judgment was afterwards entered in Lo 
under ord. 35, r. 2. The present application was for the 
names of persons who were co-partners in defendants’ 
firm, under ord. 16,r. 10. An objection taken that, under 
ord. 35, rr. 1, 3, the application should have been made to 
the district registrar, and not to the judge in chamber, 
was overruled. 

Order made. 





Dec. 15.—Chas. Leathley (on behalf of himself and all others 
the underwriters on the steamship or vessel Cid, at the time 
of the loss in the year 1878) v. Robert MacAndrew & Co, 

Ord. 16, r. 9, 10; ord. 4, r. 1. 

This was an appeal from Master Gordon’s order that the 
plaintiff should give the names and addresses of the persons on 
whose behalf he was suing. On behalf of the plaintiff, it was 
said that the order had been made under ord. 16, r. 10, which 
applied to co-partners, and with which the present action 
had nothing to do. The action was brought under the pro- 
visions of ord. 16, r.9. On behalf of the defendant it was 
argued that, conceding that ord. 16, r. 10, did not apply, 
the defendant was entitled to the addresses of the plaintiffs 
under ord. 4, r. 1; and further that he might apply under 
section 7 of the Common Law Procedure Act, which, under 
the 21st section of the Judicature Act of 1875 was still in 
force. 

Huppiezstos, B.—There is only one plaintiff in this case, 
and his address has been given ; the other persons mentioned 
in the title are not plaintiffs It has been:conceded that r. 10 
of ord. 16 does not apply here. Ord. 16, r. 9, is borrowed 
from the chancery procedure in administration suits, where 
one creditor might sue for all. Its object is to avoid 
multiplicity of legal proceedings. No rule to which my 
attention has been called justifies me in ordering that the 
names and addresses of the persons on whose behalf, under 
r. 9, this action is brought, should be given. 

Decision of master reversed. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Waltons, Bubb, ¢ Waltons, 

Solicitors for the defendants, Lawless & Co. 


Dec. 15.— Warne v. Dell. 
Application to transfer partnership matters to Chancery 
Division—Judicature Act, 1873, . 34. 

This was an action commenced under the old _procedute 
for money lent, in which the plaintiff was a publisher, and 
the defendant an artist. An order had been obtained by 
the defendant to continue the proceedings under the 
Judicature Acts. The defendant hall then set up a counter- 
claim for a partnership account. The dispute between the 
parties arose out of a publication of the plaintiff's which the 
defendant had illustrated, and the counter-claim alleged s 
right to a share of the profits of such publication, A 
summons had been taken out to strike out the counter 
claim, which, together with the statement of defence, con- 
sisted of twenty-four folios. On the hearing of this sum- 
mons, the master had dismissed it with the suggestion that 
an application should be made to the Chancery Division, 
where the claim for.a partnership account could be gone 
into. The defendant then took out the present summons. 

Oswald, for the defendant.—There are two descriptions of 
partnership, general and for a | ages purpose ; the one 
we allege is of the latter kind. Section 34 of the Act of 
1878 assigns to the Chancery Division of the 
Court all matters with respect to the taking of partu 
accounts. 


* Reported by A. H. Birrieston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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Tatham, for the plaintiff.—The agreement as to division 
of profits between The parties in this case does not amount 
toa partnership at all. s . 

Hupptestox, B.—The reason of the provision in the Act 
with regard to partnership matters is that the machinery of 
the Chancery Divisicn is the best suited for dealing with 
complicated nership accounts, but this is not a matter of 
that kind. It is uonecessary to go through the cumbersome 
form of suit in chancery to decide the present question, and 
1 think that it is one that should be referred. 

Order to refer to master. 

Dec. 15.—Soctety of Apothecaries v. Nottingham. 
Discovery in action for penalties—Ord. 31, r. 12. 

The above action was one for penalties, under the Apothe- 
earies Act, for carrying on business as a chemist without 
being duly licensed. An applicatien for discovery by the 
plaintiffs had been refused by Master G. Pollock, and that 
decision was now appealed against. 

Glyn, for the plaintiffs, argued that as interrogatories were 
allowed in actions of libel to prove the libel, which was a 
punishable offence, discovery should be allowed in actions 
for penalties. 

Rose, for the defendant, relied upon the recognized practice 
in equity, aud upon a decision of Lush, J., refusing discovery 
inan action for penalties (ante, p. 80). 

Huppteston, B. —It is quite clear, from the case of Bick- 
ford vy. Darcy, 14 W. R. 900, L. R. 1 Ex. 354, that I have 
the power to grant discovery in this action ; it is a question 
of discretion. That being so, I shall in this case, in exercise 
of my discretion, allow discovery. 

Master’s decision reversed. Order for discovery. 





Dec. 15.—Hambury and Others v. Noone. 
Equitable defence—Judicature Act, 1873, s. 24, sub-section 2 

In this case, an action of debt and one of ejectment, by 
peartengoee against the mortgagor, had been consolidated. 
The defendant in his statement of defence claimed a right to 
redeem ; and, on the hearing of a summons to strike this de- 
fence out, Master Gordon ordered the defence to be struck 
out unless the defendant brought the debt and interest into 
court in six days. 

That decision was now appealed against. 

Warburton Pike, for plaintiff. 

Huppteston, B.—The defendant here claims a right to 
redeem. He can no longer get an injunction from the Court 
of Chancery, and he is now entitled to plead his equitable 
rights. But in the meantime the mortgagee must not be 
kept out of possession. 

No order. 

Dec. 16.—Mostyn v. The Western Coal and Iron Company. 
Discovery—Ord. 31, r. 12, 

_ This was an application for discovery by the defendants 

in an action for half a year’s rnt. A question arose 

whether the defendants were not now entitled to the order 

43a matter of course. 

Hvpprzston, B.—There must be some slight grounds 
shown; but I have always thought that the fullest oppor- 
tunities of diseovery of every kind should be given; and 
the Act has now abolished the necessity of an affidavit for 
discovery, and of an order for interrogatories. 

For the defendants it was then stated that discovery 
was desired of receipts for rent, &c., and the order was then 
given. 





Deo, 16.—Harrison v. Markins and Another. 
Application to proceed under the Judicature Acts—Judicature 
Act, 1873, s, 22, 

This was an action on a contract, and the present appli- 
cation was made, on appeal from Master Gordon, by one 
of the defendants to proceed under the Acts, for the 
purpose of claiming 4 set-off against the plaintiff, and con- 
tribution from the co-defendant. 

Order made. 

Dev. 16.—Zebbs v, Lewis, Kemp, and Green, 
Application for direction as to third party—Ord. 16, r. 21. 
This wis an action brought to recover a deposit from an 

auctioneer, by the vendee. On the application of Lewis, the 
Suctioneer, Lusb, J., had made an order to serve Green 











the vendor, with a notice, under ord. 16, rr. 17, 18 (ante, P: 
56.) Green had now appeared under that notice, and the 
present application was for a direction as to future proceed- 
ings. 

OV. A. Lewis, for the defendants Lewis and Kemp.—My 
application is merely formal ; it is necessary that I should 
apply under ord. 16, r. 21. 

Beasley, for the plaintiff.—We do not wish to deliver a 
statement of claim to Green. 

Hoppteston, B.—I direct that Green be at liberty to de- 
fend upon the terms that he accepts the declaration or state- 
ment of claim as it now stands, and delivers his state- 
ment of defence and counter-claim, if any, to the plaintiff 
and Lewis. ‘The plaintiff to be at liberty to reply, and 
Lewis to amend his defence, if necessary, within six days. 
Further hearing adjourned. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Lewis & Son. 

Solicitor for the defendants Lewis and Kemp, Phildrick. 

Solicitors for the defendant Green, Gover ¢ Norton. 





Dec. 16.— Wavell v. The National Provincial Bank of 
England. 
Application to strike out counter-clain—Ord. 19, r. 3. 

This action was brought by the exécutor of a deceased 
underwriter for money due from the defendants, who were 
the bankers of the deceased. The defendants had set up a 
counter-claim for payment of a joint and several promissory 
note, signed by the deceased, held by them, and now over- 
d 


ue. 
Castle, for the plaintiff. 
Mansel Jones, for defendant. 
Huppugston, B.—I shall not strike out this counter- 


claim. 





Dec, 17.—Marsh v. The Mayor, Aldermen, §c., of Pontes 
fract, 
Striking out statement of claim as prolix—Ord. 27, r.1; ord. 
19, rr. 2, 4, 9. 

This was an action for work done in building a reservoir 
for the defendant corporation. Master Walton had ordered 
twenty-two paragraphs of the statement of claim to be 
struck out, with leave to the plaintiff to condense. The 
present hearing was on appeal from that order. 

Tapping, for the plaintiff.—This action is brought on two 
contracts, the first in May, 1874, the second in January, 
1875. The master thought that thesecond contract was in 
substitution for the first ; but that is not so. Therefore, by 
ord. 19, r.9, I was compelled to set out both contracts. - 
Even if this statement of claim is held to be prolix, that 
of itself is no ground for striking out any part of it; the 
proper remedy for prolixity in the pleadings being under 
r. 2 of ord. 19. Making an order for the amendment of a 
statement of claim is a very different thing to ordering the 
amendment of a declaration under the old system, as now 
the whole has to be reprinted. Part of the claim is for 
extras outside the contracts. 

Butterworth, for the defendant.—I contend that for the 
purposes of this action the second contract was in substi- 
tution for the first. The statement of claim sets ont both 
the contracts; and it alleges that there were borings made, 
and a staking-out of the ground, which was wrong and 
useless ; that we refused to fence, and interfered with the 
works; that the plaintiff was apprehensive of an arch 
falling; and that his work was exposed to the weather. 
None of these allegations are assigned as breaches, and 
they are simply put in to create prejadice in the minds of 
the jury. By the second contract the parties agreed that the 
plaintiff should complete the reservoir in a good and busi- 
nesslike manner. There is no breach alleged of the first 
contract ; and what is claimed in this action arises entirely 
under the second contract. I am not able to answer the 
allegations that are made in respect of matters not assigned 
as breaches, and at the trial the jury will take them as ad- 
mitted. Ord. 19, r. 4, says that every pleading is to be 
made as concise as may be. 

Hupptsston, B,.—The statement of account between the 
parties shows that the whole claim arises out of the second 
contract. It would have been sufficient to have stated 
that there was a contract made in May, 1874, between the 
plaintiff and the defendants for certain works ; that on that 
contract certain disputes arose; and that another contract 
was then entered into in January, 1875, by which it was 
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agreed that the plaintiff should complete the works in a 
good and business-like manner. I would undertake to 
put this statement of claim, which now occupies five 
sheets, which is equal to fifty folios, into half a sheet, 
which would be equal to about four folios. The first 
principle of pleading under the Judicature Acts is to avoid 
prolixity. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitor for the plaintiff, Wood. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Torr, Janeway, § Tagart. 

Dec. 17.—Hurst and Son v. Lloyd. 
County court appeal—Judicature Act, 1873, s, 45. 

In this case, Rose made an ex parte application for a new 
trialon the ground of misdirection by the county court 
judge. 

Rule xsi, calling upon the other side to show cause 
before the divisional court. 

(Before Quaty, J.) 
Dec. 18.—Andrews v. Stewart. 
Application to sign judgment—Ord. 14, r. 1. 

This was an action by a broker for £214, the loss on a 
resale of 1,357 bags of sugar bought by the defendant, and 
subsequently not accepted by him. An application had 
been made to Master Hodgson to allow judgment to be 
signed, which had been refused; and this decision was now 
appealed against. 

On behalf of the defendant a counter-claim was set up 
for money deposited with Finlay & Co., as security for a 
bill drawn upon a Liverpool firm, which bill had been duly 
honoured. ‘The plaintiff Andrews was now the representa- 
tive of Finlay & Co. 

Quatn, J.—On the hearing of these applications I do not 
pretend to try the action; all that I require is to see that 
there is a bond jide defence. I think the question as to the 
counter-claim is too doubtful a one to allow the plaintiff to 
sign judgment. 

No order. Decision of master affirmed. 


Dec. 20.—Ainsworth and Another y. Starkie and Another. 
Action for discovery—Judicature Act, 1873, s. 24, sub-section 1 
—Ord. 19, r. 8. 

This was an action for discovery, and the defendants had 
taken out a summons to set aside the statement of claim of 
discovery on the ground that it did not show that it was 
brought by the persons and for the objects and under the 
circumstances entitling it to be maintained. There was a 
further summons to set aside the interrogatories annexed to 
the statement of claim. The statement of claim, after alleging 
the facts of the dispute, which was as to water rights, stated 
that the matter had been referred to arbitration, which was 
still subsisting, and concluded as follows :—15. The plaintiffs 
areunable to obtain evidence of the matters mentioned in the 
interrogatories annexed thereto, and the defendant Le 
Gendre Nicholas Starkie has refused to give any informa- 
tion in respect thereto. 16. The plaintiffs claim a discovery 
of the matters mentioned in the interrogatories annexed 
hereto. 

Williams, for the plaintiffs—We have authority for this 
proceeding in the concluding words of ord. 19,r. 8. The 
practice in equity, when there was a compulsory, or, I 
presume, a voluntary arbitration, was to allow a bill for 
discovery only. Starkie was not a party to the action; 
Starkie’s tenant defended it. But we want the information 
from Starkie, the landlord, the real defendant. 

Green, for the defendants.—In equity the plaintiffs would 
have been bound to show by the bill how the docu- 
ments were necessary to them, and to specify those the 
asked for discovery of. I am only applying now for an ad- 
journment, to see if the reference is carried out. 

Quaix, J.—We have made an order for interrogatories, 
pending an arbitration here. I do not see the object of this 
statement of claim, Mr. Starkie has made himself a party 
under the reference, and he might have been joined as a 
party to the action, if you had applied to continue the pro- 
ceedings under the Judicature Acts for that purpose. In 
equity, if discovery was required from some one who was not 
@ party to the action, he was made a defendant. 1 will ad- 
journ to see if the reference is carried out. 

Adjcurned. 





(Before Hcpp.xsTon, B.) 

Wednesday, Dec. 15.—Si1GNING JUDGMENT ON SPECTALLY- 
Inporsep Writ—Orp. 14, n. 1.—This was an appeal from 
an order of a master, giving the plaintiff leave to sign jndg. 
ment under the above rule. It was stated that the defend. 
ant was now at sea on his way to join his regiment, and that 
he had been served with the writ the day before leaving 
England. 

Hvupp.eston, B.—To accept that as a reagon for refusing 
— order would be to render th‘s provision of the Act a deid 

etter. 

Order of master affirmed. 


Thursday, Dec. 16,—SicNinc JuDGMENT ON SPECIALLY. 
InDorsED Writ—Orp. 14, rR. 1; Orv, 3, R. 6.—This was 
an application to sign judgment under the above rule ; the 
writ had been issued on the 7th of August, and appearance 
had been entered on the 17th. Master G. Pollock, follow. 
ing Mr. Justice Quain’s decision, that the words in ord, 14, 
r. 1, *‘ under ord. 3, r. 6,” must be taken literally, had re- 
fused the application. The special indorsement on the. writ 
was in the same form as it would now be under ord. 3, r. 6, 
A summons had been taken out in respect of this applica- 
tion, but the defendant did not appear. 

HvppiEston, B.—I shall allow judgment to be cigred in 
this case. 

Order made. Decision of master reversed. 

Friday, Dec. 17.—Sicnine JupGMENt—Orp, 14, k. 1 — 
This was an appeal from the decision of Master G. Poll ck, 
refusing to allow the plaintiff to sign judgment under r. 1 
of ord. 14. The writ was specialyl indorsed under ord. 3, 
r. 6, and affidavits were put in on both sides. 

HuppteEston, B.—This affidavit of the defendants is 
really an attempt to deceive the eourt. It appears from 
the account that £64 was due from the defendants in July 
for goods delivered to them, and from the plaintiff's affi- 
davit that the defendants since July have obtained g-ola 
from the plaintiff and paid for them, and that the money so 
paid was applied to the reduction of the £64 still owing. The 
defendants have taken advantage of the mode in which the 
plaintiff has credited their payments since July to m+ke it 
appear in their affidavits that the £64 has been paid. 

Judgment to issue. Order of master reversed. 


Insunction—Jupicature Act, 1873, s. 25, suB-sECTION 
8—Orp. 52, x. 4.—In an action for the obstruction of light 
and air, an application was made by the plaintiff for an in- 
junction, compelling the defendant to take down a hoarding 
erected by him, till the trial. In support of the application 
it was stated that if the hoarding were allowed to remain 
during the winter months, the plaintiff's kitchen and parlour 
would be in total darkness. 

On the other side it was alleged that the plaintiff had built 
an additional story to his house, and that the defendant had 
then erected the hoarding in question to avoid beiug over- 
looked. 

Huppieston, B.—The plaintiff claims an injunct‘on in 
his statement of claim, and the action will be tried in March. 
He does not show me that the defendant had not a perfect 
right to put up this hoarding. 

Injunction refused. 





Courts. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANceERY Division. 
(Before the Master or tHE Rozz. ) 
Dec. 16.—Jn re Toller. 

Proctors who have not availed themselves of 20 & 21 Vict. ¢. 77, 
s. 43, and been admitted as attorneys and solicitors within 
a year after the passing of that Act, are now entitled to be 
called “ Solicitors of the Supreme Court,” and to be admitted 
as Solicitors of the Supreme Court without paying any stamy 
duty. 

This was a summons, adjourned from chambers, calling 
upon the Registrar of Solicitors to show cause why he 
should not grant a certificate for practice to Mr. Charles 
George Toller, a London proctor, who did not avail 
himself of the provisions of 20 & 21 Vict. o. 77, & 43» 
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which entitled proctors to be admitted as attorneys and 
solicitors without the payment of any fee on making appli- 
cation for the purpose in manner prescribed, within a year 
fron the passing of the Act. 

Cookson, Q.C. (Murray with him), for the Incorporated 
Law Society, said that an application had been made to 
the Incorporated Law Society, by Messrs. Brooks, Tanner, 
& Jenkins, stating that they were instructed to renew the 
practising certificates of several of their country clients 
who had been admitted proctors of ecclesiastical courts, 
put had not been admitted solicitors or attorneys. After 
calling attention to the 87th section of the Judicature Act, 
1873, sections 42 and 43 of the Probate Court Act, and 
section 15 of the Divorce Court Act, they requested to be 
jnformed—“ 1st. Whether proctors of the ecclesiastical 
courts should henceforth take out solicitors’ certificates ? 
2nd. Whether you are prepared to issue solicitors’ certifi- 
cates tothem? And, if so, 3rd, Whether such certificates 
will entitle such proctors to practise in all the divisions 
of the Supreme Court of Judicature in the same manner as 
solicitors and attorneys of the old courts are entitled to 
practise?” The Incorporated Law Society, after the 
matter had been considered by the council, replied, in 
‘substance, that the forms of declaration and certificate 
prescribed by the Act of Parliament did not appear to meet 
the case, and there did not seem to be any power to vary 
those forms so as to avoid the difficulty that had arisen. 
Hitherto the courts in which proctors were entitled to 
practise were the Court of Arches, the Court of Admiralty, 
the Prerogative Court, the minor ecclesiastical courts, the 
Courts of Probate and Divorce, the Chancellor’s Court of 
Ycrk, and the Consistory Court of London. The 33 & 
34 Vict. c. 28, s. 20, empowers attorneys and solicitors to 
perform all such acts as apply to the office of proctor in 
any ecclesiastical coart other than the Provincial Court of 
the Archbishop of Canterbury or York, or the diocesan 
court of London. Therefore, at the time of the passing of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, those three courts—the Arches 
Court of Canterbury, the Arches Court of York, and the 
Consistory Court of London—were properly and exclusively 
for the proctors of those courts. Mr. Toller is one of those 
perron:, In that condition of things there was passed the 
Jncica‘ure Act of 1873. Section 87 provides that “ From 
aod after the commencement of this Act, all persons 
admitted as solicitors, attorneys, or proctors, of or by 
law empowered to practise in any court the jurisdiction 
of which is hereby transferred to the High Court of Justice 
orthe Court of Appeal, shall be called solicitors of the 
Supreme Court.” The Admiralty Court, the Court of 
Protate, and the Divorce Court are transferred to the 
High Court of Justice. Mr. Toller and others, being either 
pretors or persons by Act of Parliament empowered to 
Practise in those courts, apparently are by this section 
entitled now by Act of Parliament to be called “ solicitors 
of the Supreme Court.’ Then the Act goes on to say :— 
“And shall be entitled to the same privileges and be 
subject to the same obligations, so far as circumstances 
will permit, as if this Act had not been passed; and all 
persons who from time to time, if this Act had not been 
passed, would have been entitled to ba admitted as soli- 
citors, attorneys, or proctors of, or been by law em- 
powered to practise in, any such courts, shall be entitled to 
be sdmitted and to be called solicitors of the Supreme 
Coi rt, and shall be admitted by the Master of the Rolls.” 
Th apparent object of that section was to place proctors, 
attorneys, and solicitors on presisely the same footing with 
Tegard to their respective spheres of action. But the 
effect of the Act will not be so if literally construed. 
For the Attorneys and Solicitors Act prescribes the 
form of certificate, with which form Mr. Toller is not 
in & condition to comply. There is no power for 
Varying that form of certificate except so far as that 
power is contained in the Judicature Act, 1875. 
Oddly enongh, when reference is made to the Judicature Act, 
1875, 8. 14, it will be found that, although there is a power 
‘to adapt the certificate in the case of attorneys and soli- 
eitors, that power of modification does not extend to 
proctore. The section is silent as to proctors. It says:— 

Tke Registrar of Attorneys and Solicitors in England shall 
be called the Registrar of Solicitors, and the Lord Chief 
Justice of Bogland, the Masterof the Rolls, the Lord Chief 
Justice of the Court of Common Pleas, and the Lord Chief 

n, or any two of them, may from time to time by 





regulation adapt any enactments relating to attorneys, and 
any declaration, certificate, or form required under those 
enactments, to the solicitors of the Supreme Court under 
section 87 of the principal Act.” That is either a slip in 
the Act of Parliament, or else it was considered that 
proctors were not really within the benefit of the prior 
enactment, which would not be quite consistent with the 
language of the prior section. 

The Master or THE RoLis.—Section 87 is plain. There 
are two classes—the persons already admitted, and the 
persons entitled in fature to be admitted. This gentleman 
is in the first class. Heisa proctor. Why do you say he 
is to take out anything more than a proctor’s certificate ? 
If that is all he wants, there is no law to make him take 
out any other that I know. 

Cookson, Q.C.—If that is so the Incorporated Law Society 
have not anything to do with it. 

Phillimore, for Mr. Toller, sabmitted that he was entitled 
to be admitted a solicitor. He was ‘‘by law empowered to 
practise in a court the jurisdiction of which was trans- 
ferred to the High Court.” 

The Master or THE Rotts.—I thiak if you will alter 
your application I can admit him. - The only objection to 
that course is that it is a rather serious expense. The 
officer says the stamps would amount to £30. 

Phillimore.—That being so, I should prefer to get an 
order on behalf of my client in some other way. Your 
lordship thinks, if he chooses to stand upon his rights, he 
would be entitled to get from the Inland Revenue Office 
his ordinary certificate as a proctor, and that ordinary 
certificate would entitle him to be called a solicitor of 
the Supreme Court ? 

The Master or THE Rotis.—I suppose it means that 
it would entitle him to practise in analogous courts. My 
impression is, that if he does not choose to be admitted he 
only has the same privileges, and is subject to the same 
obligations, ‘‘so far as circumstances ‘will permit,” as if 
the Act had not been passed. Although the word 
‘* proctor” is put in the first part of the section, it means 
a proctor who has become a solicitor. What it means is 
this, it gives proctors who had not become solicitors the 
same option of becoming solicitors as their predecessors 
had within twelve months. That would be consistent, 
but I admit it is difficult to read it so. 

A long discussion ensued as to whether the judges had 
power to adapt the enactments, &c., relating to proctors, 
the Master of the Rolls expressing an opinion that their 
power was limited to enactments, &c., relating to attorneys. 
Ultimately, 

The Masrer or THE Rotts said:—It appears to me 
plain that the only person to whom the registrar is to 
give a certificate is a person who can make the declaration 
required by the former Acts, as modified by the Act of 
1875. It is equally plein that this gentleman cannot 
make that declaration, because he has never been admitted 
as an attorney or solicitor. Therefore, the registrar cannot 
issue him a certificate. It appears to me equally plain 
that a gentleman, being @ proctor, is entitled to be ad- 
mitted, and to be called “a solicitor of the Supreme Court.” 
Therefore, if he should come to be admitted, he will then 
be entitled to a certificate. Beyond that, I decide nothing. 
I refuse the application. 


Dec. 17.—The Master oF THE Rotis.—In the case I 
heard yesterday, Ex parte Toller, the officer made a mis- 
take about the stamp. There is no stamp duty, and Mr. 
Toller may be admitted at the expense of £5. 

Cookson, Q.C.—Then the proctors will get their admission 
as solicitors on presenting themselves in proper form, 
without any payment of the stamp duty, and that will get 
rid of the difficulty. 

Toe Master or tHe Roris.—It will get rid of all diff- 
culties, 





COUNTY COURTS. 
HupDERSFIELD, 
(Before Mr. Serjeant TrnpAL ATKINSON, Judge.) 
Dec. 13.—Lees v. Lister, 
Default summons—Particulars—Unqualified Fractitioners. 
This was a default summons issued under section 1 of the 
County Courts Act, 1875. 
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Hilnes, appeared for the plaintiff. 

Moseley, for the defendant said that before the case was 
gone into, he had various objections to urge. In the first 
place he asked, in pursuance of section 1, for the production 
of the affidavit,according to schedule A., which contained 
the following form :—‘‘I, A. B., make oath, and say that 
C. D. is indebted to me in the sum of £—, and I further ray 
that the goods were sold and delivered to the said C. D., to 
be used or dealt with in the way of his trade (or profession, 
or calling).” 

His Honoovr said he could not agree with that objection. 

Moseley then called his honour’s attention to ord. 7, r. 1, 
of the Consolidated Orders, which stated, in cases where 
the claim is above 40s., “ A plaintiff shall in all cases at 
the time of the entry of the plaint, file particulars of his 
demand or canse of action;” and r. 4 of the same order, 
which said, “ The solicitor of a plaintiff suing by a solicitor, 
shall indorse on the particulars his name, or firm, or place 
of business, and shall state thereon whether he will accept 
service of proceedings in the action or matter on behalf of 
the plaintiff.” No such particulars had been farnished, 
aud he objected to further proceedings until the provisions 
of the Act had been complied with. 

Miines remarked that it was unnecessary to give the 
particulars with regard to solicitors in the town, as they 
were all well known to each other. 

His Honour said it was matter of amendment, and he 
had previously stated that he should not allow any costs 
unless such particulars were given. 

Moseley then drew bis honour’s attention to a letter which 
had been sent some time ago to the defendant, and ran 
thus :—“ 23, John William-street, Huddersfield, October 
14th, 1875. No.6,921. Mr. Jobn Lister, Bradley.—Sir,— 
Mr. Ephraim Lees, of Bradley, has handed me the account 
of £12 3s. 11}d., due from you. If the same be not paid 
tome, at the above address, on or before Saturday, the 
16th instant, legal proceedings will be taken for the re- 
covery thereof without further notice.—I am, Sir, yours 
reapectfully, Charles Payne.”’ 

His Honovr.—I think that is a very improper letter, and 
I shall direct that that gentleman shail not be permitted to 
appear for any party in this court. I have the power to do 
so, and I shall direct that any accountant who writes letters 
in that way shall not be permitted to appear before this court 
forany party. The regisrar will please make a note of that. 

The case was then adjourned until Friday in order that 
the particulars asked for should be given. 

In a few minutes afterwards a clerk in the employ of Mr. 
Payne ascended the plaintiff’s box, but the judge said he 
should not hear any case in which Mr. Payne might be in- 
terested until he gave up the practice of writing such letters 
as that read by Mr. Moseley, adding that he (Mr. Payne) 
was liable to indictment under the Solicitors Act. 
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BAILWAY STOCK. 
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| Railways. 





\Paid.|Closing Price. 
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Stock! Bristol and Exeter ......scoccccssssessessescecseceeees 
Stock! Caledoni 

Stock) Glasgow and South-Western 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock sccccossssesessars| 
Stock/Great Northern i 
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Stock} Do., A Stock* 1 
Stock |Great Southern and Western of Ireland ......) 100 
Stock | Great Western—Original | 100 
Stock| Lancashire and Yorkshire 

stock London, Brighton, and South C 

Stock London, Chatham, and Dover, 

Stock London and North-Western 

Stock London and South Western....... 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Linco 
Stock | Metropolitan 
perso Do., District ....00..0cs0000 
Stock Midland 

gtock North British 
gtock North Eastern,.,....c0+ 
gtock | North London 
gtock North staffordshire .... 
gtock South Devon 
gtock South-Eastern ...........0.00+6 
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*A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 





GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


3 per Cent. Consols, 93% Annuities, April, 85, 93 

Ditto for Account, Jan. 5, 94 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

3 per Cent. Reduced, 94 Ex Bille, 21000, 23 per Ct. 7 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 94 Ditto, £500, Do, 7 pm 

Do. 84 perCent., Jan. 94 Ditto, 2100 & £200, 7 pm, 

Do. 24 perCent., Jan. °94 Bank of England Stoo, 5 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. °78 Ct. (last half-year), 259 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— Ditte or Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SKCURITIES, 


Ditto 5 perCent., July, °80, 107 xd) Ditto,5$ per Cnt., May,’79 96 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cents 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oot. 88, 106 April, ’64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent, , Aug. '73 
Ditto En faced Ppr.,4 per Cent.91 | Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2ad.Hof.Pr.,4 C.,Jar.72 Ditto, dittc, under £1000 


Money Market AnD City INTELLIGENCE. 

The Bank rate still remains unaltered. The markets 
have been very quiet during the week, hardly any business. 
having taken place. In foreign stocks, Egyptian have 
shown the most fluctuation and are lower than last 
week. The railway market has been very dull, and the 
principal movement has been in the Scotch lines, which 
show a slight rise. Consols close at 933 to 93§ for money, 
and 933 to 94 for account. 





MARRIAGES AND DEATHS. 


— 


MARRIAGE, 
MrippLETON—Bertt—Dec. 14, at Stiffkey, John Middleton, 
B.A., barrister-at-law, of the Middle Temple, to Currie, 
eldest daughter of the late Paul Bell, of Stiffkey. 


DEATH. 
BuckLEy—Dec. 17, at his residence, 3, Albert-place, Victoria- 
road, Kensington, W., Richard Wilson Buckley, mem- 
ber of Lincoln’s-inn, aged 53. 


EE==. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Farivar, Dec, 17, 1875. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Equitable Permanent Benefit Building Societv.—V.C. Hall has, by an 
order dated Nev 19, appointed Thomas Herbert Green, Ludgate hill, 
to be official liquidator. 

Rickmansworth, Amersham, and Chesham Railway Company.—By an 
order made by V.C. Malins, date? Dec 8, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up, Sanders, Lombard st, solicitor for the 
petitioner, 

LiMiTED in CaaNcerY. 

Christon Bank Colliery Company, Limited.—By an order mate by 
V.C, Hall, dated Dec 9, it was ordered that ths voluntarg winding up 
of the above company be continued. Pyke and Co, Lincoln's inn 
fields, agents for Joels, Newcastle-upon-T'gne, solicitors for the psti- 
tioners. 

Gwendreeth Valley Colliery Company, L'mited.—By an order made by 
V.C. Malins on Dec 9, it was ordered that the abuve company be 
wound up, Lindo, King’s Arms yard, Moorgate st 

Whitley Partne-s, Limited.—Oreditors are required, on or before Feb 7,. 
to send their names an1 addresses, and the particniars of tveir debts 
or claims, to William Frankland Dean, Leeds. Tuesday, March 21, 
at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts nnd 
claims. 

County PaLaTtine or LANCASTER, 

General Building Material Company, Limited.—Patition for winding 
up, pressnted Dec 14, directed to be heard before the V.C. at 6, 
Stone buildings, Lincoln's inn, on Tuesday, Jao ll. Billson, Liver- 
pool, solicitor for the petitioner. 


Toxspay, Dec. 14, 1875. 
UNLIMITED In Cuancery. 

Equitable Permanent Benefit Building Socioty.—Croditors are reqaired, 
on or before Jan 25, to send thsir names ani addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Herbert Green, Ludgate 
hill. Monday, Feb 7, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon ths debts and cluims. 


Limirep In Caancerr, 

Chariton Iron Works Company, Limited.—By an order made by the 
M.R., dai Dec 11, it was ordered that tho above company be 
wound up. Bell and Co, Bow charchyard, agents for Rodgers 
Co, Sheffield, solicitors for the petitioner. 

City and County Investment Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by V.C. Molins, dated Dec 10, it was ordered thst the voluntery 
winding up of the above company be continued, and the court did 
appoint Samuel Lowell Price, Gresham st, liquidator. Merediths 
Co, New square, Linooln’s inn, ageuts for Helps and Co, Onester, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 
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— 
ron Company, Limited.—By an order made by the M.R., 

— Oe 11, it was ordered that the above company be wound up 
Williamson und Co, Sherborne lane, agents for Brewster and Stubbs, 

« Middieaborough. olicitors for the petitioners. 

North- Western Kailway of Monte Video Company, Limited.— Petition 
for winding up, presented Dec 16, directed to be heard before V.C, 
Hall on Jan 14. Letts, Bertiett’s buildings, agent for Baker, Bir- 
mingham, 80] citor for the petitioner. 

Pavy’s Patent Felted Fabric Company, Limited.—V.C. Malins has, by 
an order dated Dec 3, appointed Frederick Mayuard, Queen Victoria 
at, to bo cfficial liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Fob 
1, to send their na;nes and addresses, ard the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the above. Wednesday, Feb 9, at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating uvon the debts and claims. 

Provident Fire Insurance Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Dee 11, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on Jan 
15, Golding, southampton sr, Bi bury square, agents fur Ram- 
well and Pennington, Bolton, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Thetis Marine Insurance Company, Limited.—Petitien for continuing 
the voluntary winding up. presen'ed Dec 15, directed to be heard 
before the M R. on Jan 15. Trinders and. Curtis-Hayward, Bishop- 
gate st within, solicitors for the petitioner. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripvay, Dee, 10, 1875, 

Applin, Lewellin Trugard, Camden rd, Gent. 
Gee, V.C. Malius. Carr, St Mildred’s court, Poultry 

Bates, Charles, March, Cambridge, Wine Merchant. Jan 5, Pope v 
Bates, V.C. Bacon. Dawbarn and Wise, March 

Beaman, William, Wharton Winsford, Cheshire, Salt Proprietor. Jan 
15. Beaman v Beaman, V.C. Hall. Greenand Dixon, Northwich 

Davies, John, Ysgynborfach, Cardigan. Jaa l5. Jones v Davies, V.C. 
Hall. Thomas, Aberystwith 

Elderton, Kdward Merrick, Brompton square, Solicitor. Jan 10. 
Elderton v Elderton, M.R. Pead, Parliament st, Westminster 

Heycock, Henry, Pendleton, nr Manchester, Cor nission Agent. Jan 
1, Heycock v Smith, V.C. Bacon, Paddisoy Melton Mowbray 

Hill, John, Watford, Hertford, Outfitter, Jan 1. Jacubsv Hili, V.C. 
Bacon. Pugh, Gray’s inn place 

Howlden, Richird, Shetti-ld, York, Cutier, Dec 31, 
V.C. Hall. Brown and Son, Shetfield 

Martiv, Joseph, Liverpool, Master Mariner, Jan 7. Blackwell v 
Haigh, V.C. Bacon. Wood, Kichmond 

Mitchell, Thoinas, Coleshill st, Eaton square,Gent. Jan ®, Mitchell v 
Gray, M.R. Withall and Compton, Great George st, Westminster 

Morris, Thomas, Wigan, Lancashire, Esq. Jan 11. Morris v Morris, 
V.C. Hall. Maybew and Adcock, Wigan 

Osborn, Robert, Cliff.ird’s ino, Geat. Jan 1, Taylor v Osborn, V.C. 
Malivs. Easton, Clifford’s inn 

Slater, Mary, Klackpou), Lancarhire. Jan 8. Kevan v Hulton, M.R. 
Winder, Boiton-le-Mours 

Tadman, Chandier, Norwich, Gas Engineer. 
Tadman, V.C. Hal!. Gilbert, Norwich 

Venner, Richard Brown, Bexley, Kent, Gent. Jan 10, Turtle v Waring, 
V.C, Malins. Smith, Denbigh st, Pimlico 

Voss, John Edward, Cherry garden st, Bermondsey, Pilot. Deo 30. 
King v Voss, V.C. Bacon. Wollund, Kuight Rider st, Doctors’ 
commons 





Jan 15. Horne v 


Booth v Moss, 


Jan 15, Ladbrooke v 


Tuespay, Dec. 14, 1875. 

Cooke, George Dowiman, Evsex st, Strand, Solicitor. 
v Cooke, V.C, Hall. Chester, Newington butts 

Harrison, John, Red Lion st, C.erkenwell, Ma‘ homatical Instrument 
Maker. Jan 10, Rodgers v Devey, V.C. Malins. Tilley, Finsoury 
place south 

hg sont, Burslem, Stafford, Esq. Jan 15. Eaton v Davis, 

.C, Hall 


Jan 19. Murr 


Martingdale, Frederick Palmer, Blurton rd, Lower Clapton, Stock - 
broker. Jan 15. V.C. Bacon. Wooley, Chancery lane 

Prestige, Jobn, Lewisham High rd, Kent, Esq. Jan 17. Lewis v 
Prestige, V.C. Hull. Marchant and Purvis, George yard, Lomosrd st 
Sanderson, John Robert, Bathurst, New South Wales, Chemist’s 
Assistant. June 21. Sanderson v Raynolas, V.C. Hall. Taylor 


and Co, Farnival’s inn 
Torner, Henry, ‘Titchfield, Hants, Cooper. Dec 30. Turner v Turner, 
Fuivay, Dec. 17, 1875. 


V.C. Bacon, Goble, Fareham 

Allaby, William, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Furniture Dealer. Jan 18. 
Tomos vy Ailaby, V.U. Hall. Mair, Maccleefizla 

Bird, Robert, Gazley Hall, Huntingdon, Farmers Jan 15. Tinkler v 
Bird, V.C, Maiins, Wood, Mark lane 

Edwards, Frederic Erasmus, Woburn square, Fsq. Jan 10. Edwards 
v Kinsey, V.C. Malins. Kinsey, Bloomsbury place 

— I, Yeaz, Jamaica. Merch 20. Masterman v Chapman, 


Soorse, Charles, Helston, Cornwall, Gent. Jan 14. Scorsa v Cale, 
M.R. Hill, Helston 
Creditors under 22 & 28 Viot. cap. 36. 


Last Day of Claim. 
Tuxrspar, Dec. 14, 1875. 
Atkin, Isaac, New Basford, Nottingham, Gent. eb 1. Wells and Hind, 
Nottingham 
—. William, Bures St Mary, Suffolk, Esq. Jan3l. Ransom, 
ury 
Bince, Charles Green)y, Compton Dando, Yeoman, Jan 15. Webb 
and Co, Argyl st, Regent st 
Binee, Mary Ann, Compton Dando, Somerset, Jan 15. Webb and Co, 
Argyll st, Regent st 
» Thomas, Somersham, Huntingdon, Farmer, Jan 18. Watts 
and Son, St Ives 
Breeds, James, Hastings, Sussex, Merchant. Feb. Phillips and 
Chersman, Hastings 
Breun, Charlotte Isabella, Cheyne walk, Chelsea, Feb 9. Langdon, 
Arthar st west 
— y, Mary, Blackburn, Lancashire. Jan 29. Wilkinson, Black- 
n 
Buckley, John, Tonge, nr Middleton, Cotton Spinner, Jan 15, Tweedale 
and Lees, Oidbam 





Burnett, Joho, sen, Huntspiil, Somerset, Gent. Jan 25. Brice, Bridz- 
water 

Calvetti, Giovanni, Crantourne st, Leicester square, Dealer in Fine 
Arts. Jan20. Ley, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Chick, George, Chillington, Somerset, Carpenter. Jan3. Dommett 
and Canning, Chard 

Collins, Mary Ann, Liynthill Lodge, Tulse hill. March !. Potter, King 
st, Cheapside 

Dickinson, Francis, Lingholm, York, Farmer. March 1. Moody and 
Co, Scarborough 

Dorne, Benjamin Alfred, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Gent, Jan 20. 
Symonds, Hereford ; 

Ford, Thomas, Cumming st, Pentonville rd, Gent. Dec 31. 
and Ujlithorne, Field court, Gray’s inn 

Fordham, Emma, Great Totham, Essex. Jan 15. Crick and Freeman, 


Maldon 
Foster, George, Birmingham, Retail Brewer. Feb7. Sargent, Bir- 
Jan 14, Chester, Addi- 


Sharpe 


mingham 

Gorely, Spencer, Turnham green, Middlesex. 
son rd, Kensington 

Green, William James, Prince of Walesrd, Kentish town, Licensed 
Victualler. Jan 19. Swannand Co, Chancery lane 

Hawker, Robert Stephen, Vicarage, Morwenstow, Cornwall. Jan ll. 
Williem Rewe, Srratton 

Holland, Joseph William, Forest bill, Kent, Esq, Jan 31. Poole and 
Hughes, Chancery lane 

Jackson, George, Chesterton, Stafford, Farmer. 
Tunstall 

Ledward, Rev Charles Edward, Watlington, Oxford. Jan 12. Mackesoa 
ant Co, Lincoin’s inn fields - 

Macpherson, George Gordon, Craven hill gardens, Hyde park, Esq. 
March 1. Johnsoa and Co, Austin friars, Old Broad st 


Dec 23. Hollingshead, 


Jan 


Mayston, Thomas William, Silver st, Notting bili, Corn Merchant. 
Rogers, Victoria st. Westminster 
M-rry, Charles, Lichfield, Baker. Dec 31, Barnes and Russell, Lich- 
field 


Sankey and Co, Canterbury 


Minter, Harriet, Maypole, Kent. Jan 31. 
Robin 


Moon, Thomas Marchant, Horsham, Sussex, Tanuer. Jan 30. 
son, Philpot lane 

Morgan, Margaret, Neath, Glamovgan. Jan 15. Stockwood, Bridgend 

Morgan, Mary Aun, Neath, Glamorgan. Jan 15. Stockwood, Bridg- 


end 

Porter, Joseph, Barnsley, York, Gent. March 1. Dibdb and Raley, 
Barnsley 

Pratt, ttichard, Adelaide rd, Hampstead rd, Paviour. Jan30. Burton 
and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Seward, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent.’ Jant. Reed, Hull 

Sills, Matthew, Great Berkhampsted, Hertford, Wooden Ware Manu- 
facturer, Jan 31, Bullock, Great Berkampsted 

Smith, Edward, Leaton, Notungham, Gent. Febl. Wells and Hind,. 
Notungham 

Varndell, John, Binstead, Hants, Mitler. Jan 15. Hollest and Mason,. 
Farnham 

Vores, Rev Thomas, Hastings, Sussex. Phillips and Chees- 
nan, Hastings 

Feb 1. 
Jan 31. 


Feb 1. 
Britten and-- 
Eady, 


West, William, Gayton, Northampton, Farmer. 
Browne, Northampton 

Whitelock, John William, Richmond, Surrey, Esq. 
Great Wiachester st 

Young, William Gordon, Norfolk crescent, Hyde park. Jan 4. Flower 
ani Nusser, Great Winchester st buildings 

Frivay, Dec }7, 1875. 

Ball, Richard, King Henry rd, South Hampstead. 
and Co, Bedford row 

Balls, Ebzabech, Park Lodge, Streatham. Jan 12. 
church passuge, Newgate st 

Bancrott, Joseph, Stretford, Lancashire, Farmer. 
Manchester 

B:ooka, Timothy, West Bromwich, Stafford, Gent. 
and Co, Stourbridge 

Cr-sswell, Ann, Queen’s rd, Finchley rd. Jan 3}, 
st, College hill 

Davis, Clementina, Oak hill, Hampstead, Jan 31. 
Chaucery lane 

Davis, Richard Vaughan, Frognall, Harapstead. Jan 31. 
Hughes, Chancery lane 

Ford, Thomas, Cumming st, Pentonvilie rd, Gent. Dec 31. 
and Ullithorne, Field court, Gray’s inn 

Hare, John, Boston, Lincoln, Corn Merchant, Jan 29. 
Calthrop, Spalding 

Honyman, Sir George Essex, Lee, Kent, Justice H. M. Court of Com- 
moa Pleas. Feol. Martineau and Reid, Raymond buildiags, Gray’s 


Feb 15. 
Robinson, Christ- 
Attking, 
Jan 20. Harwards 
Shephard, College 


Whyte 


Jan 26. 


Poole snd Hughes, 
Poole and 


Sharpe 


Bonner and 


inn 

Jones, Rev. Thomas, Green st, Enfield Highway. Feb8. Finch and 
Co, Gray’s inn square 

Louth, John Spikings, Addison rd, Kensington, Gent. Jan 15. Bircham 
and Co, Parliament s6¢ 

Margetson, Charlotte Jane, Selwood terrace, Onslow gardens. Jaa 15. 
Batchelor, Essex st 

Nichols, Humphrey, Cheetham, Manchester, Esq. Jan20. Clegg, 
Oldban 

Palmer, Dorothy, Satton Coldfield, Warwick. Jan 14. Wood and Son, 
Birmiogham 

Perkins, Catherine, Brighton, Sussex. Febd8, Finch and Oo, Gray’s 
inn square 

, Spersholt, Berks. Dec3l. Rev Oswald Joseph Reichel, 

Vicar of Spersholt 

Pierson, William, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. Jan 31. Stevens and 
Haselwood, Brightou 

Pige, Peter, Guidsmith row, Hackney rd, Gent. Jan 25. Lott, Great. 

st, Westminster 

Richarine, Sarah, Lyons, France. Jan 3!, Abrahams and Roffey, 
Oid Jewry , 

Rix, John, Old Kent rd, Gent. Feb14. Joshua Williams, East st, Old 

ent rd 
Robins, Georgiana Charlotte, Woburn place, Russell square. Feb 5. 
Aldridge, Montague place, Russell square 


Seymour, Charles Alexander, Manchester, Professor of Music, Jan 20. 
Samgern, Manchester 
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Soulby, William Lancaster, Albert rd, Dalston, Gent. Feb 14. Raven 
and Hure, Harcourt buildings, Temple 

Taylor, Lucy Caroline, Nantcribba, Montgomery. Jan 31. Harrison, 
Welshpool 

Tw eadell, Joseph, > aaa Durham, Gent. Feb7. Hoyle and Co, 
Newcastle-upon-lyne ; 

Tyrrell, Ann, easunhe, Devon, Feb13. Paine and Co, Gresham 
Houre, Old Broad et 3 

Vaughan, Ann, Arlington cottages, North Finchley. Jan 31. Robarts, 
Godliman st, Doctors’ commons 

Webster, George, Dulwich, Surrey, Esq. Feb1. Fleming, New Kent rd 

Tvurspay, Dec. 21, 1875. 

Beastall, William Samuel, South Reston, Lincoln, Coal Merchant, Jan 
15. Allison, Louth 

Catchpool, Allen, Monewden, Suffolk, Farmer. Feb1. Wood, Wood- 
bridge 

Citchpool, Henry Smith, Monewden, Suffolk, Yeoman. Feb 1. Wood, 
Woodbridge 

Catchpool, Thomas, Monewden, Suffolk, Farmer, Febl. Wood, 
Woodbridge 

Crabtree, Joseph Wood, Harlow Carr, Pannal, York,Gent, Dec 31. 
Gardiver, Bradford c f 

‘Ellwood, Daniel, Blackburn, Lancashize, Painter. Jan 27. Polding, 
Blackburn 

Godfrey, Thomas, Oriel rd, Homerton, Gent. Jan 25. 
hurst roac, Dalston 

Hall, Thomas Lambert, jun, Neen Savage, Salop, Paper Manufacturer. 
Fen |. Gardner, Bewdley 

Halliwell, Jane Joice, North-end, Croydon, Outfitter. Jan22. Row- 
land, Croydon 

Haward, Robert, Bramfield, Suffolk, Farmer. Jan 31. Cross and Ram, 
Halesworth 

Hodg-on, John Towers, Bolton, Lancashire, Joiner, Feb19. Ryley 
and Haslzm, Bolton : 

Ho!mes, George Armit, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister-at-law. 
Brownlow, Bedford row 

Hopkinson, Janes, Albert st, Regent's park, Saw Mills Proprietor. 
Feb 1. Lewin and Co, Southampton st, Strand 

Huggins, Edward Stamford, Derby, Wine Merchant. March 1. Moody, 
Derby 

Issaes, Asher, Santa Cruz District, Jamaica, Esq. Feb 25. Whyte and 
Co, Bedford row 

‘Layton, James, Mincing lane, Colonial Broker. 
aud Co, Mincing lane 

Lazenby, Nicholas Petty, Adlingfleet, York, Farmer. 
son and Co, Doncaster 

Lewthwaite, Sarah, Bowdon, Cheshire. Jan 15. 
more, Liverpool 

Neill, Lady Isabella Smith, Brighton, Sussex. Feb 1. Western and 
Sons, Essex st, Strand 

Nicholson, Harrison, Bradford, York, Butcher. Febl. Humble, Brad- 
fod . 

Openshaw, Samuel, Bolton, Lancashire, Licensed Vitualler. Jan 20, 
Richardson, Bolton 

Plomer, George Daniel, Hove, Sussex, Esq. Wightwick and 
Co, Canterbury 

Prentice, George, Enfield, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. Jan 31. 
Cart-r and Bell, Eastcheap 

Prichard, William, Calthorpe st, Gray’sinn rd, Printer. Jan 31, Hur- 
ferd and ‘Tay.or, Furnival’s inn 

Roberts, William, Wardour st, Oxford st, Furniture Dealer, Feb 1. 
Chappell and Son, Golden square 

Rouse, Hannah, Hockley heath, Warwick. Jan 3:1. W.C.M. Mare, 
Bridge place, Deritend, Birmingham 

Thorp, Mary Ann, Kemerton, Gloucester. Feb i. Norris, Tenbury 

Wana, Jane, Great Bridge, Tipton, Stafford. Feb 1. Caddick, West 

romwich 

Walcott, Robert John, Belsize, British Honduras, H. M. Chief Justice. 
Jan 31. Flux and Leadbitter, Leadenhall st 

Waiker, Alired Booth, Leamingtou, Warwick, Solicitor. Jan 8. Wood, 
Southam 

Whittaker, Robert, West Hartlepool, Durham, Clogger. Jan 25, 
Grundy and Co, Manchester 


Bankropts. 
Fripay, Dec. 17, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrenger in London. 
Wateon, Thomas, Lordship lane, Dulwich, Builder. Pet Dec 15. 
Spring-Rice. Jan 12 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Cuthbert, William, Scarborough, Aloumenized Paper Manufacturer. 
Pet Dec 7. Woodall, Scarborough, Dec 31 at 3 
Johnston, Jobn C , Liverpool, Provision Merchant. Pet Dee 14. 
Watson. Liverpool, Jan 3 at 2 
Kearsiey, James, Cheetham, Manchester, Coach Builder. Pet Dec 13. 
Hulton. Saltord, Dec 29 at 11 
Pearson, Joun, Tonbridge, Kent, Innkeeyer. Pet Dec 13. 
Tunbridge Wells, Dec 31 at 11 
Suffield, Henry, Hednesford, Stafford, Surgeon. Pet Dec 15. Clarke. 
Walsall, Jan 13 at 12 


Togespay, Dec. 21, 1875, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act,1869. 
Creditors must forward their proots of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 
bie | 1 Central st, St Luke’s, Publican. Pet Dec 18. Keene. 
an a 


Nunn, Gay- 


Jan $1, 


Hollams 
Collin- 


Jan 21. 
Jan 7. 
Thornley and Dis- 


April I. 


Cripps. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Hargraves, Jude, Leyburn, York, Boot Maker. Pet Dec 18. Jefferson, 
Northallerton, Jan 5 at 12 

Parker, Charles Abraham, Epsom, Surrey, no business. Pet Dec 13, 
Croydon, Jan 14 at 2 

Politi, David, Manchester, Merchant. Pet Dec 17, Kay. Manchester, 
Jan 13 at 9.30 

Ratdall, Charles, Shipdham, Norfolk, Butcher. Pet Dec 18, Cooke. 
Norwich, Jan 8 at 12 





—<e 
Rich, Henry James, Langport, Stafford, Timber Merchant, Pet Dag 
allinor, Hanley, Jan 6 at 1t t 
Smale, Charles, Bidefora, Devon, Attorney. Pet Dec 17. Benergh, 
Barnstaple, Jan 7 at 11.30 
Smith, William, Croydon, Merchant’s Clerk. Pet Dec 13. Rowland, 
Croydon, Jan |} at ll : 
Starling, Josiah Pring, Brunswick place, Blackheath, Photographer, 
Pet Dec 15. Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, Jan 4 at 2 
Tee, Ernest, and Samuel Laycock Tee, Sydenham Kent, Merchsnty, 
Pet Deci4. Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, Jan 4 at2 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 


FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faipay, Dec, 17, 1875. 

Allison, Janes, and Thomas Edward Wilson, Callercoats, Northumber. 
land, Cement Manufacturers. Dec 29 at 12.30 at offices of Winter, 
Westgate rd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Tinley and Go, North Shigids 

Appleton, James, Liverpool, Coal Dealer. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of 
Ritson, Dale sc, Liverpool 

Ball, Alfred James, Southsea, Hants, Hardwareman. Dec 3) at 12 g 
145, Cheapside. King, Portsea 

Barber, John, and Thomas Jackson, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Iroq 
— Dec 27 at 3.30 at offices of Barclay ani Henstock, Ma. 
clesfield 

Barker, Robert Sampson, Mare st, Hackney, Bookseller. Jan 11 at2 
at offices of Barrett, Bell yarJ, Doctors’ commons 

Birmingham, Taomas, Broadclist, Devon, Bailder. Dec 24 at Ii at 
the Half Moon Hot }, Exeter. Fryer, Exeter 

Blackshaw, James, Stockport, Cheshire, Hosier, Dec 31 at 3 at offices 
of Newton, Warren st, Stockport 

Boyon, Alfred, Lee, Kent, Fruiterer. Dec 29 at 12 at offices of Coxwell, 
Martia’s lane, Cannon st 

Brear, Joseph, Idle, York, Ale Merchant. Jan 3 at 2 at offices of 
Dawson and Greaves, Kirkgate, Bradford 

Brearey, James, Dewsbury, York, Broker. Dec 31 at 3 at offices of 
Shaw, Bond st, Dewsbury 

Browne, Ann, Teignmouth, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Jan 1 atl 
at the Bristol Inn, Saint Sidwells, Exeter. Peyton, Exeter 

Burn, George, Birmingham, Tabe Manufacturer. Dec 29 at 12 at 
offices of Smith, Tempie st, Birmingham 

Bush, Thomas, and Marmaduke Bush, Liverpool, Fish Curers, Dee 
31 at 3 at offices of Nordon, Cook st, Liverpool 

Butcher, Henry, Worcester, Tailor. Dec 31 at 11 at offices of Stallard, 
Avenue chambera, Cross, Worcester 

Cal'aghan, Michael Josep!:, Shetfield, Innkeeper. Dec 31 at Il at 
offices of Binney and Sons, Queen st chambers, Sheffield 

Chamberlain, George Benedict, Wigan, Lancashire, Music Seller. Jan 
4 at 11 at offices of France, Churchgate, Wigan 

Chambers, George Dolphin, Birmingham, Baker. Jan $8 at 2 at offices 
of Burton, Union passage, birmingham 

Clark, Charles, Ryarsh, Kent, Builder. Dec 30 at 2.30 at offices of 
Norton and Son, Maidstone 

Clarke, Ebenezer, Manchester,Grocer. Jan 5 at 11 at offices of Whitt, 
King st, Manchester. Dawson, Manchester 

Cook, Robertson, Strat‘ord, Essex. Dec 30 at 2 at the London Tavem, 
Bishopsgate street within 

Corry, Edward, Preston, Lancashire, Confectioner. Dec 29 at 2 at 
offices of Edelston, Winckley st, Preston 

Cox, Edward, Birmingham, Commercial Clerk. Dec 28 at 12 at offices 
Smith, Temple st, Biriningham 

Cross, Alfred John, Milner st, Chelsea, Oilman, Dec 23 at 2 at officas 
of Nicholls ana Leatherdale, Old Jewry chambers 

Curry, Joseph, Scarborough, York, Lodatng Hous? Keeper. Dec 30 
at 11 at offices of Crowther, Newborough, Scarborough 

Dalton, Thomas, Queen st, Ratcliffe, Mast Maker. Dec 29 at 3 at 
offices of Lumley and Lumley, Old Jewry chambers 

Daniel!, Augustus Warwick Bampfyide, Kenbury, Devon, Gent, Jan 
11 at 2 at 6, Cork st, Burlington gardens. Davis 

i ec 29 


h tet 





Daulby, Jamee, Barrow-in-Furness, L hire, T D 
at 11 at the Ship Hotel, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness. Williams, 
Barrow-in-Furness 

Dodd, Robert, Chester, Cabinet Maker. Dec 29 at 12 at 145, Cheap. 
side. Tatlock 

Drake, Joseph, Bradford, York, Cabinet Maker. Dec 29 at 10 at offices 
of Peel and Gaunt, Chapel lane, Bradford 

Eades, Richard, Leeds, Bedstead Manufacturer. Dec 29 at 1 at offices 
of Rooke and Midgiey, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 

Edwards, Thoma-, and John Edwards, Regent’s park rd, Grocer. Dee 
27 at 12 at offices of Parker, Chancery lane 

Evans, Evan, Brynmadog, Cardigan, Farmer. Jan 12 at 3 at offices of 
Lloyd, High st, Lampeter 

Evans, Jenkin, Liandyssu!, Cardigan, Timber Merchant. Dec 28 at 2 
at offices of Green and Griffiths, =t Mary st, Carmarthen 

Farquhar, Gilbert Edward ‘Townshend, Berkelyy st, Piccadilly, Member 
ot the Stock Exchange. Jan6 at 3 at ottices ef Lewis and Lewis, 
Ely place, Holborn 

Fawcett, George, Sutton-on-the-Forest, York, Farmer. Dec 31 at 3 at 
offices of Dale, Museum st, York 

Field, William, Bradford, York, Stuff Finisher. Dec 29 at1i at offices 
of Wood and Killick, Commercial Bank buildings, Bradford 

Fludger, Edmund Samuel, King st, Southwark, Auctioneer, Dec Slat 
8 at 136, High st, Woolwich. Cooper, Chancery lane 

Foster, Jacob, Taunton, Somerset, Innkeeper. Jan 3 at 11 at offices of 
Kite, Taunton 

Gaunt, William, Nottingham, Slater. Dec 31 at 12 at offices of Cur- 
sham, Church gate, Nottinghawn 

Gou'd, George, Bristol, Builder. Jan 5 at 2 at offices of Beckingham, 
Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 

Hague, William Hawkins, Manchester, Cotton Agent. Jan 5 at3 at 
offices of Creeke and Co, Barton arcade, St Anne’s square, Manchester 

Hampson, William, Normanton, York, Boot Maker. Jan 6 at Li atthe 
Elephant and Castle Inn, Westgate, Wakeficid. Stringer 

Harrison, Charlies Pace, and Christophe? Harrison, Newcastle-upot- 
‘Tyne, Timber Merchants, Dec 30 at 2 at offices of Sewell, Grey 
Newcastie-upon-lyne 

Harrison, Thomas, Manchester, Glass Dealer. Dec 29 at 3 at the Fal- 
staff Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Ward, Manchester 
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Harvey, Joshua, Caister, Norfolk, Hay Dealer. Dec 31 at 12 at offices 
of Costerton, Queen st, Great Yarmouth 

Hodge, Henry, Kavensbourne villas rd, Forest hill, Architect. Dee 30 
at 11 at offices of Gammon, Barge P hash Bucklesbury 

Hollowday, Robert, Ravensthorpe, York, Contractor. Dec 29 at 3 at 
offices of Good and Co, Union st, Dewsbury. Chadwick and Sons 

flowarth, Edward, Sheffield, Boot Dealer, Dec 29 at 3 at offices of 
Clegg und Sons, Bank st, Sheffield 

Hurst, William, Tunstall, Stafford, Butcher. Deo 29 at 10.30 at offices 
of Hollinsheaa, Market st, Tunstall 

Jacob, John Wise, Winchester, Hants, Builder. Jan 6 at 1 at the 
Eagle Hotel, City rd, Winchester. Shenton, Winchester 

Joun, David, Swansea, Glamorgan, Accountant. Duc 30 at 1; at offices 
of Davies and Hartlend, Rutland st, Swansea 

Jonnson, John Charies, Liverpool, Coal Merchant. Jan 4 at 2 at offices 
of Gibson and Bolland, Soath John st, Liverpool. Collins aud 
Robinson, Liverpool 

Jones, Benjamin, Flint, Grocer. Dsc 29 at 12 at the Queen’s Com- 
mercial! Hotel, Chester, Davies, Holywell 

Jones, William, Woiverhampton, Stafford, Contractor. Jan 3 at 11 at 
ottices of Stratcon and Rudiand, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

{ambert, Robert, Horseferry ri, Westwinster, County Court Bailiff. 
Dec 24at4 at the Queen’s Arms Tavern, Little College st, West- 


minster 
Lee, William, Lee, Kent, Builder. Dee 30 at 3 at offices of Gregory, 


Barbican 

Lowe, George, Bilston, Stafford, Hawker. Jan 5 at $ at the Mermaid 
Inn, Salop rd, Bilston. Bowen, Bilston 

Mann, George, Cambridge, Stonemason. Jan 3 at 3 at offices of Gina, 
Alexandra s:, Cambridge 

Merment, George Robert, Lowestoft, Suffo'k, Fish Merchant. Dec 30 
at (2 at offices of Wiltshire, Hall plain, Great Yarmouth 

Miles, Henry, Highbury park, Fishmonger. Dec 23 at 2 at offices of 
Payne, King's road, Bedford row 

Moody, William James, Southsea, Hants, Provis'on Agent. Dee 29 at 
4at offices of King, North st. Portsea 

Morrison, William Elliott, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Metal Dealer. Jan 
5 ab 12 at offices of Garbutt, Collingwuod st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Muir, William, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Draper. Jan 6 at 10 at offices 
of Marshall, Essex place, Cheltenham 

Nation, Joseph, Taunton, Somerset, Boot Maker. Dec 30 at 12 at offices 
of Keed and Cook, Paul st, Taunton 

Nicholson, James, Liverpool, out of business. Dec 30 at2 at the Claren- 
don Rooms, South John st, Liverpool. Parker, Liverpool 

Pennington, Charles, Manchester, Draper. Dec 30 at 3 at offices of 
Hadfield, Fountain st, Manchester 

Perry, James, cen, and Matthew Forert Perry, and James Perry, jan, 
West Hartlepool, Me:chants, Jan 6 at 11 at offices of Bell, Church st, 
West Hartlepool 

Pitt, Sarah, Great Malvern, Worcester, Lodging House Keeper. Dec 
31 at (1 at offices of Rea and Miller, Broad st, Worcester 

Potter, Thomas, Sevenoaks, Kent, Builder. Jan 5 at 12 at offices of 
Holcroft and Uo, Sevenoaks, Kent 

Pratt, Thoms«s, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Grocer. Dec 30 at 12 at 
ott ces of Longden, Fawcett at, Sunderland 

Roberts, James, Stourbridge, Worcester, Grocer. Dc 29 at 3 at offices 
of Wright ana Marshall, Town Hall chambers, New st, Birmingham 

Salmon, Arihur, brentwood, Eseex, Hay Dealer. Dec 31 at 12 at oifces 
of Preston, Mark lane 

Sambroos, Joxeph, Burslem, Stafford, Journeyman Carpenter. Dec 27 
at 3 at we Copeland Arms Hotel, Scoke-upon-Trent 

Schotieid, Thomas, Kochdale, Lancashire, Coal Merchant, Jan 5 at3 
at offices of March, Lord st, Rochdale 

Scholes, Thomas Henry, Accrington, Lancashire, Mason. Dec 30 at 12 
at offices of Backhouse, St Jobn’s placs, Blackvura 

Scott, John, Newcastie-upon Tyne, Grocer, Dec 29 at 2 at offices of 
Hoyle and Cv, Coilingwood st, Newcasile-upon-Ty ne 

Smith, Thomas, Jarrow, Durham, Builder. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Bell , 
King st, South Shields 

Starling, Eiiza, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant, Dec 30 at 11 at offices 
of Grange and Wintringham, West Sv Mary's gate, Great Grimsby 

Staring, Henry, Great Grimaby, Lincoln, Fish Merchant. Dec 30 at 
B: at offices of Grange and Wintringham, West st Mary’s gate, Great 

maby 

Storm, Eaward, Middlesborough, York, out of business. Dec 29 at II 
at the Hen and Chickens Ho-el, Birmingham. Brewster and Stubhe 

Swift, William, Lee, Kent, Bucher. Jan 3 at 4 at offices of Snell, 
George st, Mansion House 

‘Taylor, William,{Manches:er, Jeweller. Deo 27 at 3 at the Falstaff 
Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Ward, Manchester 

Tedbit, Manning, Hardwick, Cambridge, Farmer. Jan 4 at 12 at offices 
of Fosters and Lawrence, Green st, Cambridge 

‘Teesdel, Charles, Grest Yarmouth, Norfolk, Grocer, Jan 1 at 11 at 
offices of Blake, Hall quay chambers, Great Yarmouth 

Thorley, Thomas, Bradtord, York, Grocer. Dec 3: at 10 at offices of 
Hatchinson, Piccadilly chambers, bradford 

Tomlinson, Matthew, Manchester, Confectioner, Jan 6 at 3 at offices of 
Cobbe't and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

‘Tyers, James, Birmingham, Tailor, Dec 30 at ¥ at offices of Parry, 
Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Tyler, George, Lewisham, Kent, Market Gardener. Jan 6 at3 at offices 
of Scard and Son, Deptford bridge, Greenwich 

Usher, William, Barton-upon-Humber, Linculn, Builder. Dee 29 at 12 
at offices of Mason, Whitecross st, Barton-upon-Humber 

Vickers, Richard Walter, Handsworth oodhouse, nr Sheffeld, 

j Grocer, Dec 30 at 12 at offices of Porrett, Queen st, Sheffield 

Walton, Samuel, New Barnet, Hertford, Commission Agent. Jan 5 at 3 
at offices of Cattlin, Guildhall yard 

Waiton, Thomas, William Smitn Walton, and John Walton, Consett, 
Durham, Builders, Dec 27 at LL at officesof Stanford, Collingwood st, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Ward, Richard, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, out of business, Deo 31 at3 
at offices of Parry, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
iid, Thomas, Alpert gardens, Kilburn park, out of business. Dec 27 
at 10 at offices of Goatly, Wes minsier bridge rd 

» William, Kingsland B Cont Dec 30 at 12 at offices of 


lor uare | 
Witendurg, Marks, < st, Goomneraial docks, Clothier. Jaa 6 at 
3 at ottices of Ditton, Ironmonger lane 





and Ji nent sb 
aquet, South st, Finsbury 
Derric 
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Avrillon, Francis, Westminster Clab, Albemarle st, Club House Pro- 
prietor. Jan 12 at 2 at offices of Pearpoint, Leicester square 

Bamden, Arthur Elisha, Walron-on-the-Naze, Essex, Upholsterer 
Jan 3 at 12 at offices of Baggs and Co, King st, Cheapside 

Barber, John, and Thomas Jackson, Macclesfi-ld, Cheshire, Iron- 
founders, Dee 27 at 3 at offices of Barclay and Henstock, Exchangs 
chambers, Macclesfield 

Blackburn, Crowther, Heckmondwike, York, Frait Merchant. Jaa 3 
at 2.30 at the Mirfield Station Refreshment Rooms, Mirfield. Ibbsr- 


son 
Test, Somber, Richmond, Surrey, Grocer. Jan 3 at 2 at offices of Aird, 


eap : 

Brown, William, Skelton, York, Farmer. Jan 4 at1l at offices of Cobb, 
Blake st, York 

Browning, Betsy Dorothy, Wolverhampt>n, Stafford, Cooper. Jan3 at 
2 at offices of Stirk, North st, Wolv rhampton 

Chapman, John, Bradford, York, Greengrocer. Dec 31 at Lt at offices 
of Burnley, Queensgate, Bradford 

Chilvers, Toomas, Jarrow, Dirnam, G-ocar. Jan5 at 2 at oficas of 
Joels, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Clafton, Edwin, Ossett, Yurk, Huckster. Jan 10 at 11 at offess of 
Stringer, Ossett 

Clark, James, Charles st, Com nercial rd east, Baker. Jan3 at 4 at 
offices of Young and Sous, Mark lane 

Clark, James Thomas, Cleckheaton, York, Boot Dealer, Dec 31 at iL 
at offices of Rooke and Midgley, Whits Horse st, Boar iane, Leis 

Cole, William, Houghton-'e-Spring, Durham. Jaa 5 at Lt as otfices of 
Alcock. jun. Frederick lodge, Sunderland 

Cunnington, William Henson, Richmond, Surrey, Grocers’ Assistant. 
Jan 5 at 3.30 at offices of Owen, Castle terrace, Hill st, Rizhnoad 

Cutler, Mary Ann, Anerley rd. Jan 6 at 3 at offices of Fagg, Win- 
chester house, Old Broad at 

Davies, John, Treorky, Glamorgan, Mason, Jan 5 at 3 a: offices of 
Hollier and Wiiliams, Church st, Pontypridd 

Davies, William Lewis, Blaen Rhondda, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 1 at 
1 at 20, High st, Cardiff. Phillips, Aberdare 

Day, William, Hereford, Builder. Jau 3 at 12.30 at the Cardiff Arus 
Hotel, Cardiff. Corner, Hereford 

De Montoison, Joseph Lambert, Manchester, out of employment. Jan 
4 at il at offices of Jones, Princess st, Manchester 

Dickson, Robert, Cardiff, Giamorgsa, Builder. Jan 4 at 11 at ofices of 
Morgan, High st, Caroiff 

Dodd, Ann, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tin Plate Dealer, Jan 7 at 2 at 
ottices of Chartres and Youll, Grainger st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Durail, Alfred Charles, Broadway, Deptford, Cheesamongsr. Jan 5 at 
at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Sandom and Karsey, 
Gracechurch st 

Evans, Daniel, Broadway, Dept‘ord, Draper. Dec'2S at 12 at 57, 
Amersham rd, New Cross. Mills, Bishopsgate st 

Evans, Ebenezer, Chapel court, Borouch High st, Dairyman. Dse 29 at 
2 at 1.0, Alderminster rd, Upper Grange rd, Bermondsey. Bilton, 
Vassall rd 4 

Farndell, Edmund, Birminrham, Haulier. Dae 30 at Ll at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham : 

Fletcher, George, Sheffield, Boot Dealer. Jan 4 at 2.30 at offices of 
Wiison, Surrey st, Shefleld 

Fryer, William, sen, Sheffisid, Labourer. Jan7 at 12 at offices of Rex, 
Broadgate, Lincoin 

Gleadhili, Richard, Middlesborough, York, Builder. Jan 5 at Il at offices 
of Addenbrooke, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 

Green, George William, Newc:stie-apon-Tyn, Printer. Jan 6 at 2 at 
offices of Winship, Victoria buildings, Grainger st west, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Grigg, Joseph, Arnsdals, Lancashire, Farmer. Jan 5 at3 at offices of 
Walton, Town Hall, Southport 

Groves, Harr'son, East Coatham, York, Iron Manufacturer. Jaa 3 at 3 
at offices of Belk, Corporation Hall, Middiesborough 

Harrison, Joseph Robson, Hulme, Manchester, out of busi Jan tl 
at 3 at offices of Law, King st, Manchester 

Hindley, James, Tyldesley, Lancashire, Bricksetter. Jan 5 at 3 atoffices 
of Scowcroft, Town Halt square, B>iton 

Hirst, Henry, Dewsbnrv, York, Furniture Dealer. Jan 3 at 2.30 at 
offices of Stapleton, Union st, Dewsoury 

Hadson, Wi'liam, Carmirthen, Innkeepsr. Jan 4 at 12 at offices of 
Thomas and Browne, Lower Markt st, Carmarthen 

Inwood, Robert Joha, Lambeth walk, Vilman. Jan 5 at 12 at offices 
of Wright and Pilley, Bedford row . 

Jenkin, Edward Pooley, and Richard Tyack, Lanyon, Corawall, 
Farmers. Dec 28 at 12 at offices of Trevena, St Mary st, Tcuro 

Jenniogs, Michael John, Birkenhead, Caeshire, Boot Maker. Jau 3 at 
2 at offices of Thompsou and Simm, Hamilton square. Downham, 
Birkenhead 

Jones, John, Blackfriars rd, Grocer. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Fleet, 
Fenchurch st. Chinperfield, Tzinit7 st, Soatuwark 

Jones, William, Llaadilofawr, Carmarthen, Farmer, Jan 4 at 10 at 
offices of Bishop, Carmarthen st, Liandilo 

Kettle, John ‘Thomas, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Oatfitrer. Jan5 at 2 at 
offices of Johnston, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upoa-Tyne . 

Kingston, James, Goole, York, Auctioneer. Jan 6 at 2 at offices of Hind, 
bank’s terrace, Goole 

Kinton, William, jan, Holbeach, Lincoln, Wheelwright. Jan 6 at3 at 
the Chequers Hotel, Holbeact. Jones, East Retford ‘ 

Lioyd, William, Treorky, Glamorgan, Batcher. Jaa 6 at lat the Stag 
Hotel, Treorky. Hollier and Williams, Pontypridd 

Lowe, Samuel, Varlington, Durham, Schoolmaster. Jan 5 at Il at 
offices of Robinson, Chancery lane, Darlingtoa 3 

Lycett, Thomas Arden, Sconeycroft, nr Liverpool, Broker's Manager. 
Jan 4 at 2 at offices of Boliringer, North John st, Liverpool 

Macqueen, Malcolm Potter, Jermyn st, Wine Merchant. Jan 12 at 2at 
the London Tavern, Bishopsgate st within, ‘Trinder, Bishopigat: st 





withia 

Mayer, Michael Leopold, Gresham House, Toeatrical Manager. Jan 11 
at 2 at offices of Abrahams and Roffsy, Old Jewry 

McOandlish, Richard Dickie, Farrestuas Lodgs, Hornssy, no occup- 
tion. Jan 10 at 2 at offizes of Henderson, Moocgave st buildings. 
Harcourt and Macarthur, Moorgate st 
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Mills, George, Sunderland, Durham, Boot Dealer. Jan 7 at 3 at offices 
of Bell, Lambton et, Sunderland 

Morlet, Augustas Antony, Frederick William Herrison, and Marcel 
Munaret, Billiter square, Merchants. March 13 at 1 at the City 
Terminus Hotel, Caunon st. Hardwick and Holmes, Leadenhall st 

Morley, William, Liverpoo!, Outfitter. Jan 7 at 3 at offices of Nordon, 
Cook st, Liverpool 

Morr, Andrew, Malpas rd, New cross, Tailor. 
Christmas, Wa!brook 

Morris, James, Bath, Bootmaker. Jan 3 at 12 at offices of Doyle, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn. Bartram, Bath 

Murdoch, John, Dudley, Worcester, Draper. Jan 3 at 12 at the Dudley 
Aros Hotel, Vudley. Gatis, Wolverhampton 

Napton, Frederick, Sarah st, Burdect rd, Wheelwright. Dec 30 at $ at 
offices of Henderson, Moorgate st buildings. Stopher, Coleman st 

Needham, Joseph, Snaith, York, Hotel Keeper. Dec 31 at 3 at the Red 
Lion Hotel, Pontefract. Watson, York 

Oliver, John, Nottingham, Butcher. Jan6 at 12 at offices of Brittle, 
St Peter’s gate, Nottingham 

Paine, William, Mildenhall, Suffolk, Farmer. Jan 5 at 12 at the Guild- 
hall, Bury StEdmunds, Leach 

Pawson, Thomas, Newark, Nottingham, Plumber. Dec 31 at 11 at 
offices of Cockayne, Fletcher gate, Nottingham 

Pegler, Charles, jun, New Bond st, Linen Merchant. Jan 5 at 3 at the 
Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Sale and Co 

Phillips, William Thomas, and Arthur Horton, Edgware rd, Padding- 
ton, Oil Merchants, Jan 6 at 2a: 10, Finsbury place south. Hales 

Plant, Joseph, Frieston, Lincoln, Potato Dealer. Dec 31 at 11 at 
offices of Dyer, Church lane, Boston 

Poole, George, High st, Plaistow, Tailor. 
Chipperfield, Trinity st. Southwark 

Preston, George, Stoke Gabriel, Devon, Miller. Jan 4 at 12 at the 
Seymour Hotel, Totaes. H»oper and Michelmore 

Prout, John Arthur, Boyn hill, Maidenhead, Berks, Schoolmaster. 
Jan 11 at ll at the Great Western Hotel, Paddington, Button, 
Maidenhead 

Rodway, Alfred John, Tyburn. nr Birmingham, Tailor. Jan lat 10.15 
at the ottices of East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Russell, Charles, Victoria chambers, Paul st, Finsbury, Upholsterer. 
Jan 1 at 11 at offices of Morris, Paternoster row 

Sankey, Emma, and Catherine Harriott Sankey, Folkestone, Kent, 
Boarding House Keepers. Jan 10 at 3 at the King’s Arms Hotel, 
Folkesione. Brockman and Harrison 

Scott, Samuel. Stockton-on-Tess, Durham, Builders’ Merchant, Deo 
31 at 3. at offices of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Simson, William, Pinchbeck Fen, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan 3 at 11 at 
offices of Harvey, Double st, Spalding 2 

Smith, George, High st, Deptford, Grocer. Jan 3at 2 at offices of 
Carter and Bell, Eastcheap 

Spencer, Perrigrine, Kentish town rd, Ironmonger., Dec 31 at 3 at 
offices of Miles, King Edward st, Newgate st 

Spratr, George Uriah, Long Eaton, Nottingham, Chemist. Jan 4 at 
11 at offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Snggitt, Mark, Heckmondwike, York, Currier. Jan7 at 11 at offices 
of Whitt, King st, Manchester. Smith, Manchester 

Tamsett, Arthur, Beresford square, Woolwich, Tobacconist. Dec 30 
at ll at offices of Whale, William st, Woolwich 

Tanner, Thomas, West Bromwich, Stafford, Greengrocer. Jan 10 at 
12 at offices of Caddick, New st, West Bromwich 

Thomas, David Parry, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 3 at 1 at the 
Grand Hotel, Broad st, bristo!. Linton 

Thomas, John, Birmingham, Builder. Jan 3 at 12 at offices of Duke, 
Temple row, Birmingham 

Thornley, William, Bolton, Lancashire, Operative Cotton Spinner. 
Jan 5 at 3 at offices of Scowcroft, Town Hall square, Bolton 

Thorpe, William John, Minories, Licensed Victualler. Jan 18 at 12 at 
offices of Flavell and Bowman, Bedford row 

Vickary, Caroline Amelia Symons, Charles John Vickary, and Sydney 
Thomas Vickary, Exeter, Ironfounders. Jan 1 at Il at the New 
London Hotel, Exeter, Fryer, Exeter 

Vizard, Frederick, Bristol, Ale Merchant. Dec 31 at 12 at offices of 
Triggs, Broad st, Bristo!, Benson and Thomas, Bristol 

Wainwright, Thomas, Shrubland rd, Dalston, Contractor. Jan6 at 1 at 
offices of Marsden and Son, Queen st, Cheapside 

Weston, Altred Henry, Waterloo rd, Dyer. Dec 29 at 2 atthe Law 
Institution, Chancery lane. Wilde, Clapham rd 

Weston, James, jun, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Carpenter. 
4 at 3 at offices of Cartwright, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Williams, Henry Levi, Newport, Monmouth, Wine Merchant, 
at ] at offices of Barnard and Vo, Albioa chambers, Bristol. 
and Co, Bristol 

Williams, John, Bideford, Devon, Ironmonger. Jan 5 at 2 atthe White 
Lion Ho:el, Bristol. Rooker and Bazeley 

Witliams, Robert, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Tailor. Jan3 at 12 at the 
Washington Hotel, Lime st, Liverpool, Jones and Jones, Po rtmadoc 

Williams, Thomas, Powis st, Woolwich, Seed Merchant. Jan 4 at 2 
et offices of West and King, Cannon st 


Jan 4 at 3 at offices of 


Dec 28 at 3 at offices of 


Jan 


Jan 7 
Brittan 


Wilson, John Henry, Great Bowden, Leicester, Dealer in Horses. Jan 

3 at 11 at the Angel Hotel, Market Harborough. Rawlins and Son, 
Market Harborough 

Wollerson, John, Stamford, Lincoln, Butcher. Dec 31 at 11 at offices 
of Law, Stamford 

Wood, John, Droitwich, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Jan6at3 at 
offices of Pitt, The Avenve Cross, Worcester 

Wood, John, Whitwell, Derby, Builder, Jan 6 at 2 at offices of Apple- 
ton, Market place, Worksop, Burdekin and Oo 

Zusman, Zasmau, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Travelling Jeweller. Dec 

31 at 11 at offices of Underhill, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 








REAL 
TURKEY OCARPETS 
IMPORTED BY 
TRELOAR & SONG 
69, LUDGATE-HILL, LONDON. 





L4” REVERSIONARY INTER 
OCIETY 3 


8 ‘ 
24, LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS, W.C. 
Cuarsman—Alfred H. Shadwell, Esq, 
Deroty-Caatraman—H, Cecil Raikes, Esq., M.P, | 
Reversions and Life Interests purchased, Immediate and Dafgy 
Annuities granted in exchange for Reversionary and Contin geag, 
terests. y 
Loans may also be obtained on the security of Reversions, _ 
Annuities , Immediate; Deferred, and Contingent, and also 
ments granted on favourable terms. 
Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further inform 
be had at the office, <i 
C. B. CLABON, See 


HE AGRA BANK (LIMITE 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, " 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREBT, 
Szancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurraches, | 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. a 

Cornrent Accounts are kept at the Head Office on thet 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when ti 
balance doesnot fall below £100. 

Dzrosits received for fixed periods on the following terms, visit 
At 5 percent, per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of with 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be e 

Bitxs issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Br 
of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased § 
for collection, a 

Sares anv Puacnasés effected in British and foreign r 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same und 

Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions reall 

Every other description of banking business and money q@ 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chaiem 


CO-OPERATIVE CREDIT BA 
MANSION HOUSE CHAMBERS, se 
12, QUEEN VICTORIA STREET, E.C. : 


First Issue of Capital: £500,000 ‘in subscriptions of £1 and 
Interest in lieu of dividend 18 per cent. per anoum, paid monthl 
Current accounts opened, and 5 percent, interest allowed om 
Minimum Monthly Balances, wa 
CHEQUE BOOKS SUPPLIED, a 
The Bank grants Credits and issues Circular Notes for the Com 
and America, and transacts every description of sound fins 
business. Book-keeping in the hands of the Subscribers,s 
quarterly Balance-sheet issued by Auditors appointed by the 
pendent of the M: i 
For particulars apply to R. B. OAKLEY, 
ARR’S, 265, STRAND; 
Dinners (from the joint) vegetables, &c., ls. 6d., or f 
or Fish, 2s, and 2s. 6d. “If desire a substantial dinner off thé 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap: 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, close 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old Engli 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be 
with = a bottlefor a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June 18) 
page 400, oe 
The new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dinin 
London, Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s.6d. ~ 


EDE AND SON, 


a4 wx Phy < 
ROBE ast MAKER 
PA 3 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
o Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial | 
+ Corporation of London, &c, : 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOW 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTIO 
Great Novelty.—The GEOLOGICAL, PIANO or MUSIC 
STONES, to be heard here only. Popular airs played twice dai 
the Discoverer, M. Honore Baopre. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIO INSTITUTION: 
NEW MUSICAL ENTERTAINMENT, by Mr. Dames Cal 
The TRUE STORY of PUNCH and JUDY, with Songs and 
Effects—FLAMES and FLARES, by Prof. GarpNer.—THE PB 
WALES'S VISIT TO INDIA, by Mr. J. L. Ktno.—Many 
tertainments. Open from 12 to5 and 7 to1l0. Admission to t 
ls. For times, &c., see programme, 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITE 
BAKER-STREET.—On View, portrait Models of & 
ALFONSO XII. and VICTOR EMMANUEL, the Duke aud D 
EDINBURGH, the EMPEROR OF RUSSIA, the SHAH of 
Sir SAMUEL BAKER, the late Dr. LIVINGSTONE, Mr. H. M. 33 
LEY, Rev. H. WARD BEECHER, Sir GARNET WOLS 
MARSHAL McMAHON, MARSHAL BAZAINE, M. THIERS, 
late CHARLES DICKENS, and Dr. KENEALY, M.P. Alsom 
and costly Court Dresses; the compléte line of British er 
from William the Conqueror to Queen Victoria; and over 300 
Models of Celebrated and Distinguished Characters, 
oene under twelve, 6d, Extra room, 6d. Open from 
Pm. 
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